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SYNOPSIS 


X. 


Although conaiderable body of Imow ledge on organ laal ions 
exists ab the present time, it is particularly fragmented* 

The mam aim of the present endeavor is to study the effects 
of organizational bureaucracy, size, management level and 
individual’s authoritarianism on perceived need - satisfaction, 
productivity, quality of v/ork and alienation* Tuo independent 
factorial experiments were planned to answer the above 
question, 'Experimental manipulations of independent variables 
were found bo be effective. As hypothesized findings of tho 
study clearly demonstrate bureaucratic organizational structure 
and lower position m organizational hierarchy function 
negatively in need ~ sat isfaci i on* Small size organization 
is perceived to bo more conducive for need satisfaction 
than large size organisation* It is further found that need - 
satisfaction is partly a function of individual’s author i~. 
tarianisnu SigniCicant interaction effects indicated that 
need satisfaction can be appropriately understood when 
combined effects of drCferent variables are considered. 

It IS argued that bureaucracy m a way does not only hinder 
satisfaction of needs. Its dysfunctional consequonoos are 
bound bo show their effects aJLso on ocganizat lonal 
performance . 


INTROBUCTIOF 


Organxzations are a hallmark of modern society. Modern 
societies produce and distribute goods and services, educate people, 
provide health care, and so on — by using special — purpose organ- 
izations. Through this social invention of modern organizations, 
people cooperate effectively to get work accomplished. How well 
these organizations perforin their work consequenbly affects how 
well societies accomplish their objectives. The social scientists, 
politicians, social workers, managers and administrators have 
recognized the importance of scientific and systematic study of 
organizational functioning to make organizations more effective and 
useful for the society and for those who work in them (Baumgartel, 
1971; Sinha, ig73a;Khan, 1977; Haldipur, 1977; Misra, 1977; Jatbi, 
1977). Specially, in case of developing nations, it has been 
suggested that a major task facing these nations is to develop a 
system which can make the operation of old organizations and newly 
emerging organizations more and more effective to meet ever- 
changing demands (Pandey, 1976). 

Human beings spend a major amount of their lifetime in 
different organizations. Btzioni (1961) has remarked that most of 
our activities take place in one or another kind of organization. The 
newly - emerging field of organizational behaviour is appropriately 
described by Ivanoevioh, Szilagyi, Jr., and Wallace, Jr, (1977) in 
the following ways "Organizational behaviour is ooncerned with the 
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study of the behaviour, attitudes, and performance of workers in an. 
organizational setting; the organization's and informal group's 
effect on the workers' perceptions, feelings and actions; the 
environment's effect on the organization and its human resourcos 
and goals; and the effect of the workers on the organization and 
its effectiveness" (P. 3). Cyert and MacCriininon, Jr. (1968) 
rightly maintain that an organization is a system having a complex 
hierarchical structure, that operates in a complex environment with 
which it constantly interacts. As a social unit, the organization 
falls somewhere between the primary group and the whole society. 

The emphasis to view organizations as a distinct field of study Is 
due to the recognized importance of this type of social unit. 
However, this in no way implies that the processes affecting 
behaviour in organizations are different than those which have been 
demonstrated in less complex behaviour settings, including the 
laboratory (Vroom, 1968), During the past decade and so there has 
been a tendency for social psychologists to become interested in 
the systematic study of behaviour in industrial and other types of 
organizations. According to Vroom (1968) organizations provide 
social psychologists an opportunity to test basic propositions 
about the determinants of behaviour in complex environment. In 
addition, experimental social psychologists equipped in conducting 
simulation and laboratory studies find insights for their experi- 
mental work by observing organizational functioning and in return 
they provide better understanding of organizational behaviour on 
the basis of their experimental findings. 
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Although a considerable body of knowledge on organisations 
exists afc tho present time, it is peculiarly fragmented. An 
empirical systematic knowledge of organizational behaviour in 
general is limited. Only recently has this field been able to 
attract psychologists, particularly social psychologists. 

Early theories of social organizations either emphasized 
the role of social structure as the primary determinant of differ- 
ential human characteristics or placed the locus of the organization 
within the phenomenal fields of its individual incumbents (Lichtnian 
& Hunt, 1971 ). Many modern organizational theories objected to the 
one-sidedness of those two earlier approaches and accepted tho 
value of each with an attempt to integrate them into a unitary 
systematic conceptual scheme. For example, Scott (1961) proposes 
that organizational behaviour can be understood in terms of three 
elements: (I) The stated design of functions, i.e., the requirements 
of the organization 5 ( 2 ) The characteristics of people who populate 
the organiaationj (3) The relations between the organization's 
defined properties and the characteristics of people who populate 
it. Tho main aim of tho present endeavour is to study bureau- 
cratic organizational structure (a characteristic of the first 
element) and authoritarian personality as a charac teristnc of the 
second element. In addition to those two, other independent 
variables included in the study are status hierarchy and size of 
the organization. The major objective of this study is to determine 
the effects of the above-mentioned independent variables on 
perceived needs satisfaction, productivity, quality of work and 
alienation. 
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Independent Variables 

Bureauo ratio Orgam-zational Structure ? The preponderance of 
evidence shows thab bureaucratic and feudal structuren are the 
dominant organizational forms in our society (Sinha, 1973a, I973h; 
Misra, 1977$ Sinha & Sinha, 1977). However, there is a lack of 
empirical and scientific studies, specially by psychologists to 
demonstrate the way in which bureaucratic organizational structure 
influences the individuals who work under it. In India, some 
attempts have been made to study bureaucracy by sociologists, 
historians, political scientists and public administration experts 
(Aiyer, I960; Appleby, 1956? Prasad, 1974; Misra, 1977; Singhi, 
1974). These investigators, however, have not studied the influence 
of bureaucratic structures on the individual's growth and, parti- 
cularly, his need satisfaction. 

The evolution of modern bureaucracy is largely based on 
the desire to "control" other human beings (Thompson, 1961, 1974). 

In one way control may be seen in Indian society as a personal, 
family affair. The father is dominant, and owns the property. He 
tells other family members what to do. Thompson (1974) suggests 
that this arraiigomont may have started with the help of brute force 
but was eventually institutionalized. Control evolved as organiz- 
ations got bigger and included non-family members. As organizations 
acquired more intricate goals and had to adapt to a faster and 
faster pace of change, people and their organizations changed 
together towards the evolution of more and more control. This 
evolution of control was the basis of Max Weber’s (1964) theory of 
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the development of modern bureaucracy. Commenting on evolution of 
bureaucracy Misra (197?) maintains "Originating from the institution 
of absolutism, bureaucracy found, in the Industrial Revolution of 
the eighteenth contuiy, a suitable incentive for growth and, in the 
subsequent progress of the capitalist economy, its opportunity bo 
attain maturity" (p . 2). 

The term "bureaucracy" is of recent origin. In the eight- 
eenth century the french word "Rureau" meaning writing table or desk 
came to bo linlced with a suffix signifying rule of govoi-nment . Some 
of tho larger units in government have been called "bureaus", and 
so the kind of organization resulting from this process has boon 
called "bureaucracy". During the nineteenth century the pejorative 
use of the term "bureaucracy" spread bo many European countries, 
where this term v/as used to decry the tortuous procedures, narrow 
outlook, and highhanded manner of autocratic government officials 
(Heinzen, 1845). However, this popular, pejorative usage must be 
distinguished from "bureaucracy" used in a technical sense in 
social sciencos. Social scientists have employed the term because 
it points to the special, modem variant of age-old problems of 
administration. Max Weber's macroscopic level definition of bure- 
aucracy has been presented by Bendix (1968) in the following words? 
"... bureaucracy establishes a relation between legally instated 
authorities and their subordinate officials which is characterized 
by defined rights and duties, prescribed in written regulation? 
authority relations between positions, which are ordered systema- 
tically; appointment and promotion based on contractual agreements 
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and regulated accordingly; technical training or experience as a 
formal condition of employment; fixed monetary salaries; a strict 
separation of office and incumbent in the sense that the offic:al 
does not own thu "means of administration" and cannot appropriate 
the position; and administrative work as full-time occupation" 

(p. 206), Obviously, V/ober's views diverge sharply from the 
popular stereotypes which see bureaucracy as synonymous with gover- 
nmental inefficiency. 

In the developmental analysis of bureaucracy, Webor (1947) 
classified and described organizations according bo the kind of 
control they had. First were patrimonial organizations , based on 
interpersonal obligations, such as we find in families and later on 
in feudalism. This control evolves into almost pure tradition, or 
custom, in the post-feudal monarchial period. Finally, in the 
modern period, the need for constant calculation and decision making 
results in a kind of organization based on an acceptance of a 
rationalized system of operations. Weber (1947) called such 
control "legal rational" and such an organization a "bureaucracy". 

According to Weber (1947) bureaucracy is governed by six 
principles which aro? (l) fixed and official jurisdiction aroas, 

(2) firmly ordered hierarchy, (3) management of office by written 
documents and a filing system, (4) specialized position with 
specialized training, (5) full-time official positions and (6) 
relevant learning and expertise based on relevant academic disci- 
plines. The official enjoys a social esteem in accordance with 
his ranlc in fcho hierarchy. 
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The Weberian concept of bui''eaucracy has attracted the 
attention of many. The central theme of the criticism is its 
neglect of the informal aspects of human relationships and over 
emphasis on the formal structure within an organization. Merton 
( 1940 , 1957 ) pointed out that Weber's theory completely neglected 
the internal stresses and strains which are the results of bureau- 
cratic structure. He gave arguments to show how bureaucratic 
structural arrangements and behavioural requirements produce 
unintended negative consequences on the individuals. Selznick 
( 1943 , 1961) further extended Merton's analysis of bureaucratic 
dysfunctions and presented the resistance of individuals to conform 
to the mechanistic model of organization. Selznick (1943) argues 
for the crucial role of participation within an organization for 
reinforcing, moulding and modifying the existing power relationship 
within it. 

G-ouldner (1954, 1955) identifies some of the variables 
relating to bureaucratization in an effort to provide answers to 
some questions loft unanswered m the Weberian analysis of bureau- 
cracy. He sets out to examine the nature and functions of rules 
and how they vary from one circumstance to another, and realizes 
that Weber's hypothesis regarding effectiveness of bureaucracy, 
based on uniform and rigid rules with little scope for variabiliby, 
may not be tho best thing to look for. Gouldner (1954) argues that 
rigid organizational structure may cause conflict and tension and 
consequently may decrease productivity. Another eminent sociologDst 
Blau ( 1955 ) suggests thab certain external and internal factors 
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force a bureaucracy to make modifications in its structure and 
permit the porpetuaLion of certain informal norms. Rules and 
procedures, at least most of them, can encourage the achievement of 
organizational objectives and at the same time produce dysfunctions 
which may interfere with the organizations' capacity to underbake 
changes to continue functioning. Blau (1955) also challenges the 
myth implied in l.ho Weberian concept of bureaucracy that rationality 
only cornea from the top. lie writes', "mxiraum rationality in the 
organization, therefore, depends on the ability of the operating 
official to assume the initiative in establishing informal relations 
and instituting unofficial practices that eliminate operational 
difficulties as they occur" (Blau, 1955, p. 206). 

Crozior (1964) considers bureaucracy as a part of the 
social system which consists of a distinctive culture and a system 
of shared values. Crozior (1964) agrees with V/eber's analysis that 
bureaucracy is inevitable in today's complex and fast -changing 
world, but at the same time he emphasizes the dysfunctional conse- 
quoncos of a typical bureaucratic organization, which Weber ignored, 
and goes one step ahead of many of his predecessors by suggesting 
how changes take place in it. He has bried to clarify some of the 
complex and often confused relationships between culture, value, 
and the bureaucratic system. 

The "rosy" picture that V/ebor had painted about bureau- 
cracy has been also oxamined by psychologists. For example, on the 
basis of evidences, Argyris (1957) has argued that the basic impact 
of formal organizational structure is to make the employees feel 
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dependent, submissive, and passive and to require them to utilize 
only a few of Lhoir less important abilities. More recently, 
Ivancevich, Szilagyi, Jr., and Wallace, Jr. (1977a, 1977b) have 
examined the concept of organizational structure and process compo- 
nents of communication, decision making, performance evaluation, 
and reward systems. The effects of these components determine to 
a considerable degree the behaviour of individuals in organizations. 
Similarly, Steers (1977) recognizes the importance of structure and 
suggests that structure refers to the manner in which an organiza- 
tion organizes its human resources for goal-directed actavitios. 

He further shows how the human parts of an organization are fitted 
into relatively fixed relationships that largely define patterns of 
interaction, coordination, and task-oriented behaviour. For Sboers 
(1977) examples of structural variables include such factors as 
span of control, relative decentralization or centralization of 
authority and power, the degree of formalization, the amount of 
functional specialization, and so forth. 

A group of investigators (Pugh, Hickson, Minings, & Turner, 
1968, 1969; Pugh, Hickson, & Minings, 1969) employed a multivariate 
approach to study organizational characteristics. Structural 
concepts drawn chief ly from tho theory of bureaucracy, but also 
from management writings, were conceptualized as a means of charac- 
terizing the administrative structures of organizations. These 
investigators found five structural variables? specialization, 
standardization, formalization, centralization, and configuration. 
Miner and his associates (Miner, 1971; Miner, Harlow, Rizzo, & Hill, 
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1974) have studied bureaucratic structures. They have specially 
studied the hypothesis that the role motivation theory (McClelland 
& Winter, 1969 5 Minor, 1965) of managerial effectiveness is appli 
cable in highly structured organizational contexts of the bureau 
crntic type, but not applicable in low structure contexts of the 
professional typo. Simulated organizations with student members 
were used in bho study. The results generally support the hypo- 
thesis, with managerial motivation being significantly related to 
promotion decisions in the high structure situation, but not in the 
low structure situation. 

Recently Cchoin and Greinor (1977) ha.ve argued tha.t burc^ 
aucratic organizational structure is like a mechanical model with no 
concern for individual behaviour. Individuals in such organizati<.'.s 
are concerned w?ith lots of rules which describe the tasks to be 
executed and tlioir manner of performance. Each of them is supposed 
to channelize his energy to accomplish the goals assigned to 
overyono. Rational conduct of the individual depends on the infer 
matioii available to him. His motivation and expectations are 
secondary to rational conduct. Tho literature review is quito 
indicative of tho importance of studying consequences of bureaucra-' 
tie organizational structure on individuals' satisfaction and other 
behavioural diseosos. Tt seems important to explore more systema- 
tically the way individuals perceive bureaucratic organizational 
structure for bhoir need satisfaction, productivity, alienation and 
job satisfaction. 
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Organization Size ; A nn^or principle underlying the devolopmeni 
and elaboration of organizational structure is the maximization 
principle (Katz & Kahn, 1966). The maximization principle suggests 
that organizations, in their attempt to control their environraonb, 
will move toward growth and expansion by adding new functions and 
substructures. The theory further postulates that elaboration of 
function and structure results in a more bureaucratic set-up with 
increased specialization, formalization, standardization, and thv. 
addition of subsystems for coordination, control and regulation 
(Katz & Kahn, 1966). Empirical and rational support to these 
hypotheses have boon provided by Blau (1970), He proposed that 
increased organizational size generated greater structural differen- 
tiation. Increased differentiation lod to increased problems 
concorning coordination, communication, and control as a function 
of increased social complexity. This in turn further required a 
larger administrative component to provide expert knowledge to 
handle the problem of ancroased complexity. In sum, Blau (1970) 
argues that as size increases, its marginal influence on structural 
difforentiabion decreases, and the problems associated with incre- 
ased diCferenbD abion lead to resistance to further differonbiation. 
On a somewhat similuir line, Gouldner (1954) viewed increased size 
and bureaucracy as leading to greater needs for control which 
resulted in the iraploraontation of general and impersonal rules, 
Earlior, Merton (1940) saw standardization of procedures as a 
result of inoreasod emphasis on reliability. Thus, the above 
descriptions plot a oourso of organizational development from a 
small primitive system to a large scale bureaucracy. 


I 
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Katzoll (1962) in his analysis of contrasting systems of 
v/ork organization has argued that many factors must be taken into 
account before it can be decided what organizational policies and 
practices are likely lo work best, The first parameter mentionod 
by Katzell is size, or the number of interdependent organizational 
members. Hickson, Pugh, and Pheysey (1969) have also given promi- 
nence to size factor in their analyses of determinants of structure. 
Indik ( 1963 ) reviewed tho literature relating organizational size 
to member participation in terras of absence and turnover. In 
another paper, Indik (1965) interprets these findings by positing 
that larger organizations contain more potential and necessary 
coraraunication linkages among members, rendering adequate communi- 
cation more difficult to achieve. The result of inadequate corarau 
nication among members serves to decrease interpersonal attractive- 
ness and, in turn, member participation rates. Porter and Lawler 
(1965) in their review have concluded that although 30 b satisfaction 
and morale tond bo be lower in larger organizabions, the general 
findings relevant bo this area are neither reliable nor cloar. 

Porbor and Lawlor (1965) argue that perhaps subunit size is a more 
crucial dotemnnont of employee reaction than is total organization. 
On tho basis of an examination of the results of several investi- 
gations, Steers ( 1977 ) suggests important pcabterns of findings. On 
the one hand, incroased organization size appears to be positively 
associated with increased efficiency. Such factors as orderly 
managerial succession, reduced labour costs, and environmental 
control may all be thought of as some aspect of getting the 30 b 
done in an orderly, efficient manner. 
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On the obher hand, size also appears to be inversely 
related to employee attachment to an organization. A trend appears 
to exist in which increase in the size of an organization may lead 
to some efficiency but such efficiency may be brought about at the 
cost of Increased negative attitudes of employees toward the organ- 
ization. Moreover, such efficiency may ultimately lead to an 
increased unwillingiioss on the part of employees to remain within 
the organization. 

On the lino of suggestion of Porter and Lawler (l9S5), 
Woodward (1965), too has stressed for a more differentiated concept 
of size, stressing the importance of indexing size by reference to 
the size of managerial system. It seems important to consider the 
effects of variations in the size of a work group as opposed to the 
size of the entire organization. For employees, increases in work- 
group size are oonsistontly associated with lower 30 b satisfaction, 
lower attendance and retention rates, and more labour disputes 
(Bauragartor & Sobol, 1959; Indik & Seashore, 1961; Katzell, Barrett 
&• Parker, 196lj Khandwalla, 1974). More recently, Kimberly ( 1976 ) 
has critically reviewed the role of size as a variable in studies 
of organizational structure. He has argued that size has generally 
been defined in terms too global to permit its relation to organiz- 
ational structure to bo understood adequately. 

However, although these findings indicate a definite trend, 
they do not provide an answer as to why increases in the size of a 
work group should be inversely related to various facets of effect- 
iveness. A possible explanation may lie in the increased 
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aff illative opportunities that are typically associoted with smaller 
work groups (Cartwright & Zander, 1968). Lichtman and Hunt (1971) 
have recognized the need of more research related to size variable. 
This need has boon recently further emphasized by Kimberly (1976) 
and therefore this variable was appropriately selected in the 
present research endeavour. 

Management Level ; Bureaucracy focuses on staffing and structure of 
organization as a means of dealing with clients and achievement of 
effnciency (Wober, 1 947; Mouzelis, 1967). In this view efficiency 
is maximized by organizing offices according to jurisdiction and 
hierarchical position. However, at has been rightly pointed out 
that researchers in the study of organizations have "tended either 
to Ignore organizational levels or to concentrate on simple dicho- 
ton^ between managers and workers" (Saiyadaxn, 1977. p. 29). 

Several studios have reported relationship between organ ■ 
izational levels and job satisfaction. Tho results of these 
studies do not show unambiguous relationship. Some studies have 
shown positive relationship; some havo shown no relationship; while 
others have indicated the effect of moderator variables in deter- 
mining the relationship between organizational levels and job 
satisfaction. For example, of the earlier studies, two (Hoppock, 
1935; and Centers, 1948) revealed a positive correlation between 
organizational levels and job satisfaction. Herzberg, Mausner, 
Peterson, and Capwell (1957) i-n their review of literature related 
to job satisfaction and organizational levels remarked that "one 
unequivocal fact emerges from the studies of job satisfaction; the 
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higher the levels of occupations, the higher the morale" (p. 20). 
Some other later studies have reported similar findings (Rosen. (S: 
Weaver, 1960; Rosen, 1961; Rriedlander , 1965; ^^ornhauser, 1965). 

In a recent study, Singh and Srivastava (1975) have reported 
positive relationship between organizational levels and job 
satisfaction, 

In a number of other studies job satisfaction was measured 
in berms of need fulfilment. In this respect, a pioneering studj^ 
was done by Porter (1961) who investigated need -fulfilment defici- 
ency in the lower and middle management levels. On the basis of 
his results, he writes "the vertical location of management posi- 
tions appears to be an important variable in dotermining the 
extent to which psychological needs are fulfilled" (p. 9). In 
another follow up study, Porter (1962) administered need deficiencjr 
questionnaire on a sample of top managers, upper-middlu managers, 
lower-middle managers and lowest level managers. The results 
suggested an increasing degree of satisfaction on throe higher 
order needs with increasing levels. Some othor investigators also 
using Porter’s methodology have supported abovo -mentioned general 
results (Edcl, 1966; Eran, 1966; Miller, 1966; Porter Micholl, 
1967 ). In a recent study of three levels of managers of public 
enterprises in India, Narain (1975) found that while security was 
recognized by all levels of managers as the most important need, 
personal growth and social recognition increased with increasing 
levels of hierarchy. Narain (1973) has argued that the task 
variables and responsibility associated with high level positions 
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greatly contnbul.o to 30b satisfaction among incumbents. 

In several other studies lack of positive relationship 
between organizational levels and ^ob satisfaction has been reported. 
In a study by Sbarcevich (1972), first line supervisors, middle 
managers, and professional employees did not significantly affect 
the judged order of importance of job factors for either job satis - 
faction or job dissatisfaction. Similarly, Armstrong (1971), 

Hulin and Smith (1965), and Mass (1966) failed to demonstrate the 
rolo of organizational levels on job satisfaction. 

Some other studios highlight the effect of moderator 
variables on the relationship between organizational levels and job 
satisfaction. For examples, Porter (1963) has reported that at 
lower levels of management, small company managers were more 
satisfied than largo company managers. However, at higher levels 
of management, large company managers were more satisfied than 
small company managers. Cummings and Elsalmi (1968) did not find 
similar findings in their study. In their study, managers in top 
management levels in small companies experienced more satisfaction 
than those nn largo size companies. Middle and lower level 
managers in largo sizo companies wore more satisfied than those in 
small size companies. I’hoy have also reported organizational 
structure interacting with occupational levels. Tall organizations 
produced more satisfaction among top level managers than flat and 
intermediate structure, This was reversed in the case of middle 
and lower-middle level managers. 
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Saiyadain (1977) in hi3 critical revrew has pointed out 
that the contradictory lindings can be understood on the basis of 
methodological and conceptual considerations. Ho suggests that 
contradictions in the results can bo attributed to methodological 
artifacts. Thoro could be two possible sources of such artificits. 
Pirst, samples from different organizations are amalgamated for 
classification into broad organizational level categories in the 
same study. Second, various levels either from one company or from 
different companies are combined to represent categories of various 
organizational levels. For example, Porter (1961) drew his sample 
from three companies i a largo nation-wide company manufacturing 
consumer containers, another involved in processing and distribution 
of food products, and the third, a medium size utility firm. These 
three firms provided throe levels of management. In another study, 
Porter (1962) selected his sample from "numerous typos and sizes of 
companies located throughout the country" (p. 376). From those 
companies, he selected five levels of management for his studios, 

Tho procedure adopted for selection of samples in those 
sbudies accepts a wrong principle that all organa zations are alike 
and therefore, omployoos of these organizabions could be put 
together accordnng to tho level. Saiyadain (1977) rnghtly further 
argues that "... in some of the reported studies these categories 
are very broad and often ill-defined. On tho surface such classi- 
fication seems justified but it is apparent that within these 
cabegories, there is considerable heterogeneity in status, poten- 
tial for upward mobility and specific occupational role demands" 
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(p. 31 ). For oxamplo, Porter (1962) assigned subjects to five 
categories of management levels by the titles of Ihoir companies. 
Several other studies have selected thoir samples on the basis of 
salary drawn (Narain, 1973). Thus, it seems from the above that a 
kind of methodological error may confound the validity of relation- 
ship between organizational levels and job satisfaction. Saiyadain 
( 1977 ) suggests tho second source of contradiction in results may 
be found in tho way in which job satisfaction has been defined and 
measured. 

Moro recently, Saiyadain (1977) in his study has examined 
the relationship botwoon organizational levels and job satisfaction 
with controls Cor tho conceptual and methodological artifacts. 

Data were collected on 84 employees from four organizationally 
adjacent levels from tho same unit of an organization. Porter's 
( 1961 ) Need Satisfaction questionnaire (PNSQ), Brayfield and 
Rothe's ( 1951 ) Job Satisfaction Index (JSI) questionnaire wero 
administered. The results revealed increased satisfaction with 
increasing levels, particularly with reference to esteem, autonomy, 
and self -actualization. However, size of the sample and external 
validity of the findings are major constraints with this study. 
Further, some of the criticisms mentioned earlier are also true 
for Saiyadain' s study (1977)* 

Study of organizational hierarchical level has been also 
done in tho context of leadership style (Jago & Vroom, 1977). 

Large size formal organizations have multiple hierarchical levels 
and are pyramidal in shape. As one ascends the managerial hierarchy, 
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the number ol managers at each level progressively diminishes and 
the nature of their responsibilities becomes loss concerned with 
the direction of day-to-day operations and more concerned with 
diagnosing environmental changes and planning the organization's 
responses to these changes. Jago and Vroom (1977) have reported 
that use of participative methods does increase with level and that 
this occurs both as a result of beliefs concerning the utility and 
appropriateness of participative practices, which are more charac - 
teristic of higher level managers, and differences in the nature of 
decisions to be made as one ascends the organizational hierarchy. 
Some earlier studies have also reported such results with similar 
interpretations (Blankenship & Miles, 1968», Heller & Yukl, 1969). 

Argyris (1957, 1964 ) has recognized the importance of the 
organizational hierarchy factor in need satisfaction and psycholo- 
gical success of the individual. Argyris (1964) cites a number of 
empirical studies showing that workers at the lower end of the 
organizational hierarchy, as opposed to those at higher levels, 
suffer from poorer mental health, lower 30 b satisfaction, and lower 
levels of sclf-Gstoom, feelings of security, and other related 
variables, Tho roeulbing feelings of dependence, subordination, 
and passivnty on the part of the workers can only result in ”... 
frustration, failure, short-term perspective, and conflict" (1964, 
p. 40 ). 

Thus, it soems that hierarchy in organization is an 
important variablo for understanding individual's satisfaction and 
other aspects of organizational behaviour. Most of the previous 
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studies reported are based on data collected in organizations 
involving several methodological problems. In this study, there- 
fore, hierarchy was include'd along with other indepondent variables. 

Authori barianism ; Lichtman and Hunt (1971) suggest that people 
react to their organizations on the basis of their perceptions of 
it. These perceptions are based on their needs, motives and values. 
Therefore, according to this approach, which is called the person- 
alistic views in organizational theory, to understand human 
behaviour in organizations, one must understand how individuals 
diffor wdth respect to porsonalistic variables, Purthor, to change 
organizations, ono must alter perceptions of people. The impotus 
of this view rests largely with the writings of Kurt Lewin (1951) 
and Hawthorne group (Roethlisberger fr Dickson, 1939). According to 
Lewin ( 1951 ) a person is active in the behavioural process and not 

t 

as just a passive recipient of discrete stimuli. The process of 
organizational analysis must then consist largely of personnel 
assessments. It furth''r implies that organizational change must 
consist solely in tho changing of people. To some extent, such a 
promise is fundamental to what may be termed "Clinical" approaches 
to organization development (Schein & Bennis, 1965). 

Similarly, tho Hawthorne or V/estern Electric studies 
(Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939) findings indicated that there was 
no one best level. As the Hawthorne researchers saw it, the 
implications for managoment did not lie in any gross restructuring 
of tho organization, but rather in a programme of individual 
counseling designed to change the perceptions of individual workers 
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toward the organizatron. Influenced by above-mentioned linos of 
researches, many writers (Lichtman & Hunt, 1971) have concentrated 
their theoretical efforts tov/ard evaluating the role of Lhe indivi- 
dual and work group as a determinant and have encouraged an indivi- 
dual differences approach to the study of organizational behaviour. 

Argyris ( 1957 ) has argued for the assumption that organ- 
izational behaviour develops from the interaction of the individual 
and the formal organization. Authoritarianism (Adorno, Prenkel- 
Brunswick, Levinson, & Stanford, 1950) as a personality character- 
istic seems to be a relevant variable for understanding organiza- 
tional behaviour. It becomes particularly more important when one 
attempts to understand individual differences in a bureaucratic 
organization. Hccently, in an analysis, Khandwalla (Note 1) 
maintains that a mechanistic or bureaucratic orientation means a 
great deal of emphasis on formalizing all activities and relation- 
ships and communication, and a great deal of emphasis on formal 30b 
descriptions and standard operating procedures* An authoritarian 
orientation implies a reliance on orders, threats and the like for 
getting changes iraplomentod rather than on persuasion, joint 
problem solving or bargaining. A non-authoritarian orientation 
implies a roluctanco to rely on orders, threats etc. to implement 
changes. This aiialysis supports appropriateness of examining 
effects of authoritarianism along with other structural variables 
like bureaucracy, size and hierarchy on perceived need satisfaction 
in organization. 
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The empirical study of authoritarianism for understanding, 
organizational behaviour in our social context has been emphasized 
by several Indian investigators (Sinha, 1973a; Note 2, Kakar, 1971? 
Saiyadain, 1975)* Western observers (Taylor, 1948? Murphy, 1953? 
McClelland & Winter, 1969) report that Indians, by and large, are 
authoritarians. Historically, the source of authoritarianism is 
traced to the feudal system in India where landlords used to 
imitate tho life patterns of king . , . , a king who was supposed to 
be an ombodiraont of God, all powerful, knowledgeable etc. People 
were like childrun who had to be loyal and obedient, in return for 
being nurtured and protected. Davis (1951) calls India's caste 
system as the most thoroughgoing attempt in human history to 
utilize absolute unoquality as tho basis for our society. Through 
feudal lords the authoritarian system was made available to Indian 
families which nursed and developed it. Western research in their 
quantitative investigations have clearly shown the role of parental 
antecedents on fchc dovclopmenb of authoritarianism. Authoritari- 
anism scores have boon found to correlate positively with a scale 
measuring Trad i bional family Ideology (conventionalism, authori- 
tarian submission, exaggerated masculinity and femininity, extreme 
emphasis on discipline, and moralistic rejection of impulse lif o ) 
in a senes of studios on adults subjects (Levinson, Huffman & 
Phyllis, 1955). Byrne(1965) has also reported in general similar 

findings . 

Employees of an organization carry with them their 
cultural norms and dispositions, Sinha (1973a) argues that if 
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Indians are said to bo authoritarians (Huss, 1971)? they are likoly 
to seek support, protection, and guidance from their superiors as 
well as extend similar nurturance to thuir subordinates (Hagen, 
1962 ). Sinha (1973a) further argues that since government bureau 
crates wore familiar only v/ith the rigid bureaucratic organizational 
structure, they have succeeded in transplanting similar bureaucracy 
in newly emerged organizations in post-independence era of India. 

To make certain that the transplantation of bureaucracy as complete, 
senior government officers are very frequently deputed to head new 
organizations which a,ro being established (Higam, 1967 ). In an 
analysis of hastorical background of Indian work organizations, 

Kakar (1971) argues that although the administrative practices and 
methods of Indian orgauiizations were in general modelod after the 
British pattern, the authority relation was not only of superiors 
and sub -ordinal os , bub of British superiors and Indian subordinates. 
Kakar (197l) clearly maintains that the authoritarian elements in 
thoir relations with their Indian subordinates were greatly exagg- 
erated by the social -psychological exigencies of colonial situation. 
Most Britishers, whatever their convictions about authority rela- 
tions at home, showed a high degree of authoritarianism (Misra, 
1970 ), Recently, Saiyadain (1975) has argued that authoritariona am 
is related to interactions of supervisors and subordinates in such 
a way as to permit reliable predictions of behaviour in organiza- 
tions. It seems on the basis of the above discussion, that the 
role of authoritarianism as a personality disposition needs to be 
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investigated for understanding individual's behaviour in bureau- 
cratic organizational set-ups which so predominantly exist in our 
society. 


Pep e ndent Variables and Resea r ch Problem 

The cheracteristaos of organizational structure have long 
been considered to have a major impact on the attitudes, behaviour 
and overall satisfaction of individuals in organizations (James 8 
Jones, 1976 ), for example, in their analysis, Pichtman and Hunt 
( 1971 ) separated structural theories into traditional structural 
theories (Marx, 1964? Taylor, 197 U Weber, 1947) and modern struc 
tural theories (Argyris, 1964; Blake & Mouton, 1968; Iikerb, 1967; 
McGregor, I960). Inspite of their theoretical differences regar- 
ding human behaviour in organizationvS, the two structural approaches 
shared the view that the social structure of the organization is 
the "primary determinant of differential human characteristics" 
(Lichtman & Hunt, 1971? p» 271)* Modern organizational psychologv 
IS dominated by the theories and researches of the modern structural 
theorists. The literature has tended to focus on models such as 
theory X - Theory mechanistic -organic , bur eauo ratio -nonbur eau- 
cratic, and so forth (Bennis, 1969). With respect bo relationships 
with individual attitudes and development, the bureaucratic -non- 
bureaucratic dichotomy has received the majority of attention. Bor 
example, Bennis (1969) identified among the observed dysfunctions 
of bureaucracies, a failure to allav for the growth and development 
of mature personalities, as an important dysfunction. Critical 
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reviewers of liberaturo (lichtman & Hunt, 1971? Janies &. Jones, 

1976) have argued that in contrast bo the bhe bureaucratic model, a 
modern organizabion model such as the human relations model assumes 
that the individual is a total human being striving for self 
improvement, self -expression, autonomy, recognition and self- 
actualization. 

The throe mosb publicized and researched theories of 
motivation arc Maslow's need hierarchy, Herzberg's two-factor 
theory and Aldorfer's ERG theory. Maslow's (1954) need hierarchy 
theory postulates thab pooplc in the workplace are motivated to 
perform by a desire to sabisfy a set of internal needs which are 
arranged in a hierarchy from the basic (e.g. food and shelter) bo 
the complex (o.g. ego, status, achievement), The five classifi- 
cations of needs according to Maslow ares (1) physiological; (2) 
safety and security; (3) social and belonging; (4) ego, status, and 
esteem; and (5) self actualizabion. A second popular content 
theory of motivabion closely related to Maslow's need hierarchy was 
proposed by Horzborg and his associates (Herzberg, Mausner, cS- 
Snyderman, 1959). The bheory, which has been called the bwo-factor 
theory or the mobivation-hygiene theory, has been widely received 
and applied by managers concerned with the motivation of their 
employees. Herzberg has reduced Maslow's five levels of needs into 
two distinct levels of analysis. The hygiene factor or dissatis- 
fiers are equivalent to Maslow's lower level needs. They are 
preventive factors that serve to reduce dissatisfaction but do not 
lead to satisfaction. The motivators, or satisfiers, are 


t 
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equivalent to Maslov/'s higher level needs. There are joh-contcnb 
factors that motivate people to perform. According to Horzbergy 
only such aspects as a challenging job, recognition for doing a 
good job, and opportuniLics for advancement, personal growth, and 
development function bo provide a situation for motivated behaviour. 
A more recently proposed motivation approach is Alder! or 's (1972) 

ERG theory. Alderfer condenses tho Maslow hierarchy into three 
need categories; oxisbenco (E )5 relabedness (R); and growth (G). 
Existence needs are all the various forms of physiological and 
material desires, such as hunger, thirst and shelter, Relatednoss 
needs include all those that involve interpersonal relationships 
with others in tho workplace. Growth needs are all those needs that 
involve a person's efforts towards creative or personal growth on 
the job. Thus, satisfacbion of growth needs results from an 
individual engaging in tasks that not only require the person's 
full use of his or her capabilities, but may also require the 
development of new capabilities. Maslow 's self actualization and 
certain of his self -esteem needs are comparable to these growth 
needs , 

Since bho formulation of Maslow 's need theory, numerous 
research studies have boon made on need hierarchy in organizations, 
Maslow' s constructs wore first operationalized by Porter (1961 » 
1964). The physiological needs of the respondents were assumed to 
have been adequately satisfied and therefore were not included. An 
additional category "autonomy" was inserted between esteem and self 
actualization categories, A sample of managers from different 
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companies indicatud thab managers higher in the organizabion chain 
of command placed groaber emphasis and w^re more satisfied with the 
needs for esteem, autonomy and self actualization than v/erc lower 
level managers (Porber, 1961, 1962). As discussed earlier, Porter 
has demonstrated effects of management levels on nuod satisfaction 
(Porter, 1962, 1963, 1964). 

Hall and Hougaim (1968) collected data from the first five 
years of the careers of a group of managers bo test Maslow's hier- 
archy of human noods. In accordance with Lhe findings of obher 
studies , they reported bhat as managers advance, their need for 
safety decreases, and the needs for affiliation, achievement and 
esteem, and self actualization increases, Tn another study, 
Ivancevich (I969) found that American managers working abroad wore 
more satisfied with autonomy opportunities bhan wore their counter 
parts working in United States. 

Very recently, Mitchell and Moudgall (1976) have reported 
a ten-item instrument for measurement of Maslow's need hierarchy. 
They analysed rosponsos for five factors. The factors corresponded 
to the security, social, osteem, autonomy, and self-fulfilment 
categories. Analysis for two factors resulted in separation of the 
security needs from the higher needs. They have further suggested 
more rigorous research to establish validity of Maslow's need 
hierarchy constructs. 

Some Indian investigators have also examined need satis- 
faction in organizational settings. For example, Gopalkrishnayya 
(1973) has studied managerial satisfaction and performance in 
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private and publnc sector organizations. Using multivariate 
analysis, ho found that in private organizations the department 
heads develop more successfully than section managers and first 
line supervisors. In two independent studies, Singhal (1975, 1976) 
has examined need satisfaction. Singhal' s (1975, 1976) findings 
support to some extent the contention that the organizational 
behaviour of employees is determined by their perceived need- 
satisfaction and need -importance. 

In another recent study, Kanungo, Misra, and fayal (1975) 
examined relationship of job -involvement to perceived iraportanco 
and satisfaction of employees needs. Results revealed that the 
attitudes to job -involvement acted as a moderator variable only 
with respect to employee's evaluation of the importance of needs on 
the job. High involved employees, as compared to low involved 
employees, attached greater importance to safety and self actual- 
ization needs and less importance to physiological and social needs, 
With respect to the patterns of need gratification and need 
strength, the high and low involved employees did not differ. The 
investigators failed to find support for several hypotheses derived 
from Maslow's need hierarchy notion. 

Research conducted in India and abroad, however, failed 
to examine in a systematic manner effects of individual's and 
organizational characteristics on need satisfaction. Most of the 
studies reported are based on survey. James and Jones (1976) have 
rightly remarked that it is hard to find studies where organizations 
have been differentiated on the basis of sound measures of 
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structural charactcrisbics , Thus, mothodologically, it would bo 
better to adopt a procedure v/hero all other variables are conotant 
and systematic; variations are only made in the independent vari- 
ables of interest during experiment. Therefore, for this project, 
experimental method was adopted. This review of literature fully 
explains the importance and justification of study of organizational 
bureaucracy, sizo, hierarchy and aubhoritarianisra, and relationship 
of these variables with needs satisfaction. It as an important 
question to examine how, with systematic variation in organizational 
bureaucracy, size, management level, and individual's authoritarn - 
anism, need-satisfaction of the individuals vary. In obhor words 
bhe objective of this research was to investigate how nced-satis - 
faction IS determined by the factors mentioned above. 

To achieve an answer to the above-mentioned research 
questions the present project was planned with two independent 
experiments. In the first experiment, the main objective was to 
oxamnno effects of independent variables like organizational bure- 
aucracy, size and raanogoment level on needs satisfaction. In 
addibion to noods of safety, social, self-esteem, autonomy and 
self actualization, two olhor dependent measures like alienation 
and perceived power were included. It was expected that high bureau- 
cratic organizational structure and lower position in organiza- 
tional hierarchy will function negative ly in need satisfaction. 

It was further conjectured that small size organization will be 
more conducive for need satisfaction than large size organization. 
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In addition, it was expected that the three structural variables 
will also influencG dependent measures oointly. 

The second experiment involves only two variables i.c, 
organizational bureaucracy and individual authoritarianism. The 
main objective of this experiment was to demonstrate how high and 
low authoritarians differ in need satisfaction particularly in 
bureaucratic 8ob“Up, It was hypothesized that may be authori- 
tarians will feel more comfortable and satisfied in high bureau- 
cratic organization than low bureaucratic organization. Some 
additional dependent variables like quality of work, job-satisfac- 
tion and productivity were included. 
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In addition, it was expected that the three structural variables 
will also inXluencG dependent measures jointly* 

The second experiment involves only two variables i.e, 
organizational bureaucracy and individual authoritarianism. The 
main objective ol this experiment was to demonstrate how high and 
low authoritarians diiTor in need satisfaction particularly in 
bureaucratic vsot-up. It was hypothesized that may be authori- 
tarians will feel more comfortable and satisfied in high bureau- 
cratic organization than How bureaucratic organization. Some 
additional dopendent variables like quality of work, job-satisfac- 
tion and produo livity wore included . 
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Subnects ; 

Subjects were 54 male undergraduate students of Indian 
Institute of Technology, Kanpur, India. 

Design ; 

A 3 X 2 X 2 (mixed model) factorial design with three 
levels of management position (top/raaddle/low) as between factor; 
two levels (high/low) organizational bureaucratic structure and two 
levels of size (large/ small) as within factors were used in the 
study. 18 subjects wero randomly assigned to each of the top, 
middle and the lower levels of management. 

Procedure ; 

Experiment was conducted andividuaily on subjects. When 
subject reported for experiment, experimenter gave him the general 
instruction shoet (Appendix -A) which presented a picture of the 
importance of organizations in the life of modern man. The purpose 
of this instruotion-sheet was to make subject familiar with the 
experiment. Gonoral instructions suggested that human beings spend 
a maximum of thoir bime in different types of organizations. 

Subjects wore told that after completion of formal education, they 
would be looking for a job. They were reminded that frequently one 
starts thinking about such organizations even if one has not form- 
ally joined a particular organization. 

Subject was further informed that descriptions of different 
organizations would be provided and he would be asked to assume 
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himself as an employee of those organizations. Subject was reques- 
ted to read the descriptions of the organizations very carefully 
and to give his reactions on the questionnaire to be provided. 

The second part of instructions included the description, 
of management position to which subject was assigned. There wero 
three different description-sheets (Appendix~B..| ) for each of 

the three management positions (top level/middle level/lower level). 
The responsibility, facilnty, prestige and duties of those three 
levels managers vary with each other according to their management 
positions. The maximum facilities and power were given to tho top 
level managers and minimum to the lower level managers. The top 
level managers have control over middle and lower level managers 
while middle level managers have control over the lower level 
managers only. The lower level managers have two higher levels of 
managers above themselves. The top level managers have the most 
privileged position. Thus, using appropriate instructions, subjeeb 
was assigned to one of the three management levels for the experi- 
ment. 

According to tho experimental design, each subject was 
provided four organizabional descriptions in random order based on 
bureaucracy and size of organizations. The descriptions of high 
and low organizations wore prepared on the basis of salient charac- 
teristics of buioauoracy, such as, existence of rules, hierarchy of 
authority, technical -competence and impersonal relationship e be. Tho 
descriptions of large and small size organizations were based on; 

(l) number of people working in the organization and (2) the 
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interac tion-poss] bilitiGs among bhe members of organizations. Thus, 
two levels of bureaucracy and size produced four types of organ- 
izations; 

(1) high bureaucracy and large size (Appendix -C ^ ) , 

(2) low bureaucracy and large size (Appendix-C^) , 

(3) high bureaucracy and small size (Appendix -C^ ) , 

(4) low bureaucracy and small size ( Appendix -G^ ) . 

Each subject studied the description of one organization 
at a time. Then, subject was asked to complete a dependent measure 
questionnaire (Appendix-D) , largely based on Porter's (1961) Weed 
Satisfaction Questionnaire (PNSQ), PNSQ consists of 13 items 
classified into a Maslow-type need hierarchy system. Subject was 
given the questionnaire and was told that in the questionnaire 
several charactoristics or qualities connected with management 
positions are listed. Subject was further instructed that for each 
such characteristic, he would be required to give three ratings; 

(a) How much of the characteristics is there now connected with 
your management position*’ 

(b) How much of tho characteristioa do you think should be 
connected with your management position? 

(c ) How important is this position characteristic to you? 

In this manner each subject was i^rovided with four organ- 
izational descriptions and each subject responded on the dependent 
measure questionnaire for each organization. 

Post -Experimental Questionnaire ; 

Lastly, subject was requested to complete the post- 
experimental questionnaire for experimental manipulation checks. 
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To check effectiXveness of descriptions related to organizational 
bureaucratic structure and size, subject was asked two questions 
(Appendix-E) after oach of the four experimental conditions (based 
on within factors). In addition, at the end of the experiment, 
subject Was asked questions related to his perception of instruc- 
tions and management position. 

Dependent Variables s 

Porter's (1961) Need Satisfaction Questionnaire (PNSQ) was 
used as a measure of the dependent variables. In addition to PNSQ, 
two more items (on a seven point scale) were included to messuro 
the dependent variables of perceived sense of power and alienation 
(Appendix-D) . Each item of PNSQ measures not only the existing 
degree of need -fulfilment but also the expected level of fulfilment 
and its importance to the respondent. Items are answered by 
subject on separate 7-point scales, one each for expected, existing 
and importance . The anchor points of scales arc labeled as 
minimum and maximum. Thus a typical item looked like this on the 
questionnaire : 

The feeling of self-esteem a person gets from being at my 
management position; 

(a) How much is there now'’ (Min) 1 2 5 4 5 6 7 (Max) 

(b) How much should thore be? (Min) 1234567 (Max) 

(c ) How important is this to me'? (Min) 1 2 5 4 5 6 7 (Max) 

PNSQ does not contain an equal number of items for all 
the needs included in it. The security need has one item, social 
need has two, esteem and self -actualization have three each? and 
autonomy has four items. 
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In view of the unequal number of items for each need in 
(PNSQ), 3t v/as decided fco calculate the mean score for each need. 
Subsequent analysis was done with the mean scores. 

PLAN POR DAT A AM LYSIS ' 

literature review shows that various concepts and opera- 
tions have boon used for the measurement of need satisfaction. 

Evans (1969) in his critical analysis has made an effort to explore 
the conceptual and operational relationships among overall satis- 
faction, level ol aspiration, level of attainment and level of 
importance. Based on some of the suggestions of Evans (1969) tho 
following methods were used for data analysis of the present study 
to understand different aspects of need-satisfaction. 

(1 ) N eed Satisfaction: Existing 

Tho moan scores of the existing aspect of all the five 
needs were added separately and used as an index of existing nood 
satisfaction. This may be presented in the following ways 

Needs 

NP = ^ (NAtt) 

( 2 ) Need Satisfac tions Expec bed 

The difference betv/een tho level of need expectation and 
the level of ncod attainment is takon to be the index of need 
satisfaction. Tho anc lysis was done with the sum of the mean 
d-scores for each need separately. Por examples 


NP = Tl' (NAtt - 
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In the computabion of 

d-scores , 

some scores were found to 

be positive and some negative . 

Such as; 


Existing 

Expected 


5 

3 

:= 2 

3 

5 

= -2 

To make all the scores 

positive 

(which was done for tho 


convenience of analysis) a constant of score 8 (higher than the 
maximum negative score found in the responses of the suhoocts) was 
added . 

( 3 ) Meed Satis f action; Importance 

Need fulfilment is the sum of the product of need attain- 
ment and its irapor banco. For example; 

WF = (NAtt X Njjjjp ) . 

To measure need fulfilment on the basas of the importance 
of need to individual, discrepancy scores between 'need existing' 
and 'importance' were used by Porter (1961). However, Evans (1968) 
and Imparto (1972) raised some conceptual and methodological issues 
Dn relation to bhe moaning of need satisfaction and d-scores. An 
example will indicato the problems involved in Porter's methodology. 
Let us assume that throe people respond within the following levels 
of importance and attainment: 

Importance 752 

Attainment 752 

They will all, by this method of combination, have perfect 
satisfaction (in this case reported by zero satisfaction). Surely, 
a multiplicative model (Importance x Attainment) in which 
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satisfaction scores of 49, 25, and 4, respectively, were obtained, 
would be a more accurate representative of reality. It enables the 
management to identify situations in which low attainment is coup" 
led with high importance and the opposite situation in which high 
attainment is coupled with low importance. Researchers seem to be 
divided on this issue. Some have defined need satisfaction without 
any reference bo importance of needs (Porter and Lawler, 1968). On 
the other hand, it has been pointed out that the assessment of 
importance is contained within part of any direct satisfaction 
rating (Locke, 1959). Value of importance contributes extensively 
to our understanding of job-satisfaction. Katzell (1964) in this 
theoretical treatment of job-satisfaction recognizes the value of imp 
ortance to tho individual. 

Imparbo (1972) has raised the issue in relation to the 
meaning of d-score, A person who indicates 4 on expected and 1 on 
actual need fulfilment gets a d-score of 3. Another person who 
indicates 7 on expected and 4 on actual also gets a d-score of 3. 

The question is whether these two scores mean the same. He found 
the location of d-score to be related to different levels of satis- 
faction but studied only two PRSQ items (authority and opportunity 
for determination of methods and practices). No rationale was 
given as to why only two items out of 13 were chosen for this kind 
of analysis, so it cannot be said with certainty whether this kind 
of conclusion will hold true for the other eleven items. 
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Overall Meod Satisfaction * 

The multiplicative model (Importance x Attainment) is also 
not considered appropriate as a measure of overall need fulfilmenl . 
So another method was applied in v/hich overall need -fulfilment is 
the sum of the product of need importance and the difference between 
need aspiration and need attainment. Thus, this procedure combines 
all the three aspects of need in analysis, 

In this method d~scores were found to be both positive and 
negative . Both (positive and negative) types of scores were multi- 
plied by the corresponding importance scores of tho needs. For 
example : 

Importance Score d -sc ore 

7 X -7 = -49 

7 X 7 =49 

By adding a constant score of 50 the products of impor- 
tance and d-scores wore transformed into positive scores. 

Thns method of combination of need -fulfilment is consi- 
dered to be tho most congruent with the conceptual framework, but 
it is not necessary that it will be the better predictor of overall 
need fulfilment than the others. Evans (1969) has given one reason 
for this, that the measurement of importance may not be well deve- 
loped. Ross and Zander (1957) have said that one observed tendency 
IS for every respondent to report that every goal or facet of tho 
job IS of equal importance to him with a consequent restriction of 
range of variation in the measure. Thus, four different types of 
measures were used in this study for data~analysis . 
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RESULTS 

Separate analysis involving 3x2x2 mixed model of AWOVA 
was computed for each dependent measure to determine separate and 
joint effectiveness of all the three independent variables. As 
discussed earlier in the section of plan for data analysis, the 
data of each need were analysed in four different ways. 

Checks of Exp eri mental Manipulations ; 

Analysis of the items of post -experimental questionnaire 
shows that the manipulation of size and management position was 
effective. Subjects of top, middle and lower management levels 
perceived their managerial levels accordingly. Subjects in large 
and small size organizational conditions did perceive size of 
organization as large and small accordingly. Experimental manipu- 
lation related to bureaucratic organizational structure was found 
most effective. Subjects in high bureaucratic organizational 
structure (M = 7.54) perceived organizational description as signi- 
ficantly more bureaucratic than in less bureaucratic organizational 
structure (M = 2.98), F (1,51) « 538.77, P< .01 level. Subjects 
of all experimental conditions said that they followed the instruc- 
tions completely (Mean range = 5.94 to 6,22). 

Security Need ; 

Table ~1 presents the summary of ANOVA of three aspects 
(i.e. existing, expected, and importance) and overall satisfaction 
of security need. For existing aspect of security need, the mam 
effect of size is found to be significant with more satisfaction of 
security need in small size organization (M = 4.76) than in large 
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size organization (M = 2,97). For importance aspect of security 
need the same results were found. Sub ejects in small size organiza- 
tion (M - 24 .67 ) perceived more fulfilment of security need than 
in large size organization (M = 22.84). 

Social Need ; 

Table-2 reveals that for all the four types of analysis of 
social need, main effects of bureaucracy and size are significant. 
The social need fulfilment is found to exist more in low bureaucr- 
atic organization (M = 5.55) than in high bureaucratic organization 
(M = 3.10). Subjects perceived that social need exists more in 
small size organization (M = 4.73) than in large size organization 
(M = 3.76). 

In addition, related to expected aspect of social need 
satisfaction, fulfilment was perceived more in low bureaucratic 
organization (M = 7.98) than high bureaucratic organization (M = 
6.13). In case of size factor, it is found that in small size 
organization (M = 7.39) subjects perceived social need -fulfilment 
more in comparison to large size organization {M = 6.73). The 
joint-effect of bureaucracy and size reached significance level. 
Figure-1 suggests that maximum social need-fulfilment was found in 
low bureaucratic small sizo organization (M = 8.14) and minimum 
need-fulfilment was found in high bureauc rat ic -large size 
organization (M = 5,66). 

The importance aspect of social need was also consistent 
with the above results. Subjects in low bureaucratic organization 
(M = 28.40) perceived more fulfilment than in high bureaucratic 
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organization (M = 15. 65 ). More fulfilment of social -need v;as 
perceived in small size organization (M = 24.29) than in large size 
organization (M = 19.76). 

Analysis of overall satisfaction of social need revealed 
significant main effects of bureaucracy, size and their two-way 
interaction. Tho subjects perceived satisfaction of social need 
more in low bureaucratic organization (M = 49.41) than in high 
bureaucratic organization (M = 59.86). Similarly, in small size 
organization (M = 46.19) the fulfilment of social need was porco* 
ived more than in largo size organization (M = 45.06). Two-way 
interaction effect of those two factors presented in figuro-5 
shows maximum social-need fulfilment in low bureaucratic -small size 
organization (M - 50.52) and minimum in high bureaucratic — large 
size organization (M = 57.65). 

Esteem-Ueed s 

Table -5 shows significant main effects for management 
level and size regarding existing aspect of self-esteem need satis- 
faction. The cotoom-nuod was found to exist more with increasing 
level of management. The top level managers (M = 4.77) perceived 
maximum so If -os teem and the minimum self-esteem was perceived by 
the lower level managers (M = 5.89). The pcrceivod satisfaction of 
self-esteem need of middle level managers (M - 4.54) was found 
between lower and top level managers. In case of effectiveness of 
bureaucracy, self-esteem was perceived to exist more in low bureau- 
cratic organization (M = 4.91) than in high bureaucratic organi2i*“ 
ation (M = 5.85). 


MEAN SOCIAL NEED FULFILME 




LOW HIGH 

BUREAUCRACY 


Fig. 2 Social need fulfilment as a function of 
size and bureaucracy • 
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The expc-cted aspoct of es fcoem-nued fuifilmcnt was sigm, 
f leant ly dotorniined by buicaucracy. In low buroaucratic organiza- 
tion (M =: 7.28) self-estoem need fulfilment was observed more by 
subjects than in high bureaucratic organization (M = 6.48), 

The effect of bureaucracy is seen to be significant on 
perceived importance aspect of self-esteem. In low bureaucratic 
organization (M = 28.05) satisfaction of esteem-need was found more 
than in high bureaucratic organization (M = 21.29). 

Overall satisfaction of cstoom need was significantly 
determined by buroaucracy and size factors. In low bureaucratic 
organization (M = 45.82) need fulfilment was found more in compari- 
son to high bureaucratic organization (M = 41.25). T'or size, largo 
size organization (M = 44.17) is porcoived as providing more esteem 
than small size organization (M = 41.25). 

Autonomy Need s 

Tablo-4 presents summary of autonomy need. For existing 
satisfaction oC autonomy need, the effect of management level and 
bureaucracy wore found significant. The maximum exisbing autonomy 
was perceived by bop leva] managers (M = 4.72), next by middle 
level managers (M = 4.28) and minimum by the lower level managers 
(M = 5.68). Similarly in low bureaucratic organization (M = 5.2?) 
autonomy was perceived to exist more in comparison with high 
bureaucratic organization (M = 5.28). 

Tho main effects of management level and bureaucracy were 
found significant for oxpeoted aspect of autonomy need. The top 
level managers (M = 7.17) perceived more autonomy, then middle 
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level managers (M = 6.80) and lastly the lower level managers (M = 
6.50). However, subsequent analysis using Newman Keuls (Winer, 

1971) procedure suggested that the middle and lov/er level managers 
did not differ significantly. Autonomy was perceived more in less 
bureaucratic organization (M = 6.04). The effect of management 
level and bureaucracy v/ere also found significant for importance 
aspect of autonomy need satisfaction. More satisfaction of autonomy 
need was perceived by bop level managers (M = 27.68), than by the 
middle level managers (M = 24.60) and by the lower level managers 
(M = 21.57). In case of bureaucracy, autonomy need fulfilment was 
perceived more in low bureaucratic organization (M = 30.95) in 
comparison to high bureaucratic organization (M = 18.29). 

Overall satisfaction of autonomy need was significantly 
determined by facbors of management level and bureaucracy. Consis- 
tent with results reported earlier autonoiTiy need was observed more 
in top level managers (M = 45.65), then in middle level (M = 41.56) 
and lower level managers (M = 41 . 24 ). Internal mean comparison 
indicated no s Lgnif leant difference between lower and middle level 
managers. In case of bureaucracy, in low bureaucratic organization 
(M = 47 . 44 ) the autonomy was perceived more in comparison to high 
bureaucratic organization (M = 38.19). 

S elf -Actualization Need ; 

The main effects of three independent variables (manage- 
ment level, bureaucracy and size) significantly determined perceived 
self -actualization need fulfilment (Table~5). The fulfilment of 
self -actualization need is existing maximum among top level managers 



TA3IjE- 5 Summary of Analysis of Variance’ Self-Actualization 
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(M = 4.5'l)j then middle level (M = 4.21) and lower level managers 
(M = 3.85). Tlie differonce between top and middle level managers 
was not found significant when means were compared by using Fewman 
Kouls method (Winer, 1971). In low bureaucratic organization (M = 
5.42) fulfilment of self -actualization was perceived more in comp- 
arison to high bureaucratic organization (M = 2.99). In case of 
size, subjects iii small size organization (M = 4.34) perceived more 
self -actualization than in the large size organization (M = 4.07). 

The mam v-jffecLs of management level and bureaucracy were 
found significant for expected aspect of self -actualization need. 
The maximum so If -actualization need fulfilment was perceived by the 
top level managers (M = 6,83)) then by middle level (M = 6.36) and 
by the lower level maiiagers (M = 5.98)., Internal mean comparison 
indicated no significant difference between top and middle level 
managers. In case of bureaucracy, tho self -actualization was porco 
ived more in low bureaucratic organization (M = 7.41) compared to 
high bureaucratic organization (M = 5.43)* 

The effect of bureaucracy was found significant for the 
importanco aspect of solC— actualization need. In low bureaucratic 
organization (M = 32.98) satisfaction of self -actualization need 
was perceived more by subjects than in high bureaucratic organiza- 
tion (M = 17.88). 


Overall satisfaction of self -actualization v/as determined 
by bureaucracy and size. In low buroaucratic organization (M = 
46.56) satisfaction of calf -actualization need was perceived more 
than high bureaucratic organization (M = 33.57). 


CEW: 


I 
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Fjg.3 Sc(f~actud(jzation need fulfilment as a 
function of management level and size. 
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small size organization (M = 41.60) is perceived healthy for solf- 
actualization need -fulfilment than large size organization (M = 
39.85). I'he tow -way interaction effect of management level and 
organizational size reached significance level. Figure-3 shows 
that the maximum self-actualization need -fulfilment was perceived 
by the top level managers in small size organization (M = 42.36) 
and minimum by the lower level managers in large size organization 
(M = 36.91 ). 

Alienation and JP_owp_r ; 

Table -6 reveals that the main effects of bureaucracy and 
size significantly determined perception of alienation. In high 
bureaucratic organization (M =r 4.34) alienation was perceived more 
by subjects in comparison to less bureaucratic organization (M = 
2.89). In large size organization (M = 3.90) the alienataon is 
perceived more by subjects than in small size organization (M = 
3.33). 

In caso of power, the main effects of management level ond 
bureaucracy reached significance level. More power was perceived 
by the bop levol managers (M = 4.63) than middle level (M = 3.96) 
and lower levol managers (M = 3.72). Internal mean comparison 
shows that tho difference between middle and lower level managers 
IS not significant. However, subjects perceived more power in low 
bureaucratic organization (M = 4.79) m comparison to high bureau- 
cratic organization (M = 3.77). 



TABLE-6 Simmary of the Analysis of Variance of A.lienation and Power 
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DISCUSSION 

Results of the post-experimental questionnaire data reveal 
that experimental manipulations of bureaucracy, management level and 
size are highly effective. Subjects of all experimental conditions 
followed the instructions completely. 

The major finding of the study implicates the role of 
bureaucracy in perceived need -satisfaction. As discussed earlier, 
for each need, the four aspects (existing, expected, importance and 
overall satisfaction) were measured and obtained data were analysed. 

Results clearly indicate that with an exception of security 
need, the bureaucracy factor significantly determ:ines perceived 
satisfaction of socialj self-esteem, autonomy and self-actualization 
needs across different aspects of need satisfaction, how bureau- 
cratic organization is perceived as a better source of need satis- 
faction (social, self-esteem, autonomy and self -actualization) in 
comparison to high bureaucratic organization. 

In addition results reveal that high bureaucracy signifi 
cantly affects pG3''ceptions of alienation. On the other hand, low 
bureaucratic organization makes the individual perceive himself 
powerful in the organization. In low bureaucratic organization, 
perhaps the individual perceives opportunities for change and 
innovation and therefore, he feels less alienated and more powerful 
in comparison to high bureaucratic organisation. 

The effect of management levels is found to be significant 
only for higher lovel needs i.e. self-esteem, autonomy and 
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self -actualization. Results clearly reveals that for satisfaction 

of higher level needs, higher level of management position is faci- 

litative. Increasingly more satisfaction with self-esteem, autonomy 

and self-actual3 zation needs is perceived by higher level managers 

in comparison to lower level managers. This finding is quite in 

accordance with the hypothesis of present study and findings of the 

earlier studies (Argyris, 1964 and lichtman and Hunt, 1971). Jago 

and Vroom (1977) have rightly argued that participation and flexi- 

an 

bility in decision making increases with^ncrease in the management 
level. This provides a feeling of self-esteem, autonomy and self- 
ac tualizat ion . 

The findings suggest that organizational size appears to 
be inversely related to perceived need satisfaction. Subjects 
perceive small size organization as a souicce of greater satisfaction 
of security, social and to some extent self -actualization needs in 
comparison to large size organization. Furthermore, large size 
organization is perceived as providing more self-esteem and alie- 
nation than small size organization. A close look at the results 
suggests that size factor 3s most effective in determining the 
satisfaction of social need. 

Cartwright and Zander (1968) have argued that the more 
aff illative opportunities are typically associated with small work 
group. Thus, due fco more opportunities for affiliation, in small 
size organization, subjects perceive more social need satisfaction 
in comparison to large size organization. 
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Interaction elfects of size and bureaucracy are significant 
for perceived satisfaction of social need. Small size and low 
bureaucratic organization is highly facilitative for social need 
satisfaction. It seems that both factors function in additive 
manner (Figures 1 and 2). Perceived overall satisfaction of self- 
actualization need is significantly determined by size and manage- 
ment level factors. Figure 3 indicates that satisfaction of self- 
actualization need is not determined by variation in organizational 
S3ze in top-level management. However, middle and lower level 
managers' perceived satisfaction of self -actualization need changes 
a great doal with variation in size factor, v/ith significantly more 
satisfaction in small size than la.rge size organization. It is 
quite possablo that for top level managers, size of organization 
may hardly matter. By virtue of their position, they have oppor- 
tunities for so If -actualization but this opportunity is not avail - 
able to middle and lower level managers. 

Thus, the findings of tho study implicate for the role of 
bureaucracy, size and management level in perceived need satisfac- 
tion, Undoubtedly, bureaucracy factor has emerged as a strong 
determinant of nood satisfaction. However, need satisfaction in 
organization is a complicated process and should not be understood 
in simplistic terms. The significant mam and interaction effects 
of all the throe variables suggest how different structural vari- 
ables of organizat 3 on determine the need-satisfaction. 
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Experiment - 2 
METHOD 
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Subjects ; 

The subjects were undergraduate students of the Indian 
Institute of Technology, Kanpur. One hundred and seventeen students 
participated in pro~tosting out of 'which thirty two subjects were 
selected for actual expcrimonb. 

To measure authoritarianism of subjects, E-scale (swo 
Appendix “E) was administered on one hundred and seventeen under- 
graduates. Several other investigators in India have used the 
adopted form of E-scalc* (c.g., Bhushan, 1969) in their researches. 

An adopted form of P-scalc (Bhushan, 1969) v/as used in this study 
(Appcndix-E ) . The split-half reliability coefficient of this scale 
was found to be r = .89, E c:^ .01, for one hundred and seventeen 
pretested subjects. 

On the basis of scores on E-scale, tv/o groups of subjects 
wore selected. High authoritarian subjects had E-scores ranging 
from 146 to 189 (the fourth quartile range) and low authoritarian 
subjects had E-scoi'es ranging from 60 to 117 (the first quartile 
range), E-scoro moans of high and low authoritarian groups were 
151.38 and 98.75 rospootively. These two means differed signifi- 
cantly E (1,32) = 103.08, .001). 

Design ; 

A 2 X 2 factorial design based upon two levels (high/low) 
of authoritarianism of subjects and two l«vols of organizational 
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bureaucrat] c structure (high/low) was employed yielding four expern 
mental conditions. Out of 32 sub]ects, 16 subjects were high on 
authoritarianism and 16 subjects were lov^ on authoritarianism. S 
subjects from each of the two groups were put in the high and low 
bureaucratic organizations on a random basis. 

Procedure ; 

Experiment was conducted individually on each subject. 

When subjects reported for experiment, experimenter first gave him 
general instructions (Appendix-G) explaining to him how in modern 
life a man is tied with different types of organizations. Subject 
was also told how organizations of different sorts have prolifer- 
ated in our modern era bo the point where much of our daily life in 
one way or another, is spent in organizational activity. Subject 
Was further told that as he approached the completion of his formal 
academic training, he would start thinking about his future plans. 
He would face the problem of selecting an organization for his 
possible job. frequently, he might be thinl^ing about such organiz- 
ations even if he had not formally joined one. Climate, structure, 
administrative seb-up and facilities in different organizations 
vary. Subject was asked to road the description of an organization 
and put himself mentally in that organization, as if he was working 
in it. He was told in advance that after he had read the organiz- 
ational description, he would be asked to complete a brief question 
naire regarding his reactions. 

After the above-mentioned general instructions had been 
given according to experimental design, subject was provided with 
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bhe doscription of either a highly bureaucratic or a less bureaucra- 
tic organization. The description of high/low bureaucratic organ- 
ization was based on tho following characteristics of bureaucracy 
as discussed oarlier in the chapter of introduction; the hierarchy 
of authority, existonco of strict rules, technical -c ompetence , rules 
regarding the functions and procedures and impersonal relationship etc , 
(Appendix ,11^ ) . Subjects were asked to go through the descript- 
ions very carefully and then to complete the questionnaire intended 
to measure dopondont variables. Each subject completed a post- 
experimontal questionnaire before the experiment was terminated 
afbor debriefing. 

Dependent Measures ; 

The dependent measures questionnaire included items to 

measure perceived neod fulfilment, quality of work, productivity, 

job-satisfaction and alienation. As described earlier in bhe 

Introduction Section, security, social, esteem, autonomy and self- 

actualization needs were included in the questionnaire and three 

(Shnoider and Alderfor, 1973) 

items wore soloctod from Shneidor's scale / for each need with 

a total of fifteen items (Appendix -I ) . In addition, one item for 
each of thu other dependent measures was included in tho questionn- 
aire. All items of tho questionnaire wore on a 7-point scale 
rangting from 1 (minimum) to 7 (maximum). 

Post-Experimental Questionnaire ; 

A post-experiraontal questionnaire was used as a check of 
bhe experimental manipulations. It was used to measure the 
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off oc livtjness of instructions regarding tho hypothetical organiac.-^ 
tional situation, the subject's understanding of the instructions, 
and pcrcoivod levels of bureaucracy (see Appcndix-J). Tho 
questionnaire included bhree items on a 7 -point scale . 
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RESULTS 

Soparo. bu analysis of variance involving 2x2 factorial 
design was corapubed to dot ermine the effectiveness of the two 
indepondent variables (bureaucracy and authori barianism) on each 
dependent measure. As mentioned in the Methodology Section, throe 
items were employed to measure each perceived need fulfilment. The 
analysis of variance was coinpubed separately for each item (range = 

1 to 7 ) and also for the total sura of the scores (range 3 to 21) of 
the three items includod for the measurement of each need. Eor 
other dependent variables such as productivity, quality of work, 
job satisfaction and alienation, similar analysis were done. 

Checks of Exper i mental Manipulations t 

Analysis of post-experimental questionnaire revealed the 
effectiveness of experimental manipulations. Subjects of all exper- 
imental conditions confirmed that they were able to imagine them- 
selves as members in a hypothetical organizata onal situation (Mean 
Range = 5.25 to 5.62). Subjects also said that they followed the 
instructions of the experimenter (Mean Range = 5.5 to 6.5). Experi- 
mental manipulation related to bureaucratic organizational struoture 
was most effective. Subjects of high bureaucratic organizational 
structure (M =: 5,69) perceived organizational description as signi- 
ficantly more bureaucratic than subjects of less bureaucratic 
organizational structure (M = 2,13> £ (1,28) = 10.88, 

Security ITeed ; 

Table-7 presents a summary of AITOVA of perceived fulfilment 
of security need scores of each individual item as well as of the 



1ABIjE- 7 Smmnaiy of Analysis of Variance: Security Need 
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total scores based on the sum of the scores of the three xtems. 
Results show that on total scores, low authoritarian (M = 12.75) 
sub 3 ects showed siguificanLly greater perceived satisfaction than 
high authoritarian subjects (M = 10.50), For item - 1 of the 
effect of authoritarianisui was found to be significant with more 
satisfaction in low authoritarian subjects (M = 3.90) than in high 
authoritarian subjects (H = 3.19). For item - 2 and 3 the low 
authoritarian subjects showed a trend of perceiving more satisfac- 
tion of secure by need than high authoritarian subjects however these 
mean difforcncos did not roach a significance level. 

The effect of bureaucracy is found to be significant for 
item 1. In low bureaucratic organization (M = 4.06) the security 
need of subjects is perceived to be significantly more fulfilled 
than that of the subjects of high bureaucratic organization (M = 
3 . 65 ). For item 2, it was found that significantly more perceived 
satisfaction existed in subjects of low bureaucratic organization 
(M = 4 . 13 ) than subjects of high bureaucratic organization (M = 
3 . 25 ). However, for item 3 the result is found to be in the reverse 
order. Perceived security need fulfilment is found to be signifi- 
cantly more in subjects of high bureaucratic organization (M = 4.43) 
in comparison to subjects of low bureaucratic organization (M = 
4.28). It seems that the inconsistent results of the three items 
had a balancing effect leading to the insignificant effect of bure- 
aucracy on the total scores, 

Social Need s 

Table -8 IS a summary of the analysis of variance of 
perceived fulfilment of sooial need scores of each individual items 



-43LE-8 SuDGary of Analysis of '‘Variance; Social Need 
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as well as of the total scores based on the sum of scores of the 
throe items. jlv=sult& reveal that for total scores, subjects in lo\/ 
bureaucratic organization condition (M = 15 . 44 ) perceived the social 
need as significantly more fulfilled than subjects of high bureau- 
cratic organization (M = 12.81). For item 1 social need fulfilment 
IS perceived significantly more by subjects in lov/ bureaucratic 
organization (M = 4.85) than high bureaucratic organization (M = 
3 . 91 ). Results of item 2 indicate significantly more satisfaction 
in subjects of low bureaucratic organization (M = 5.00) than in 
subjects of high bureaucratic organization (M = 4.44). In case ol 
item 3 satisfaction by subjects in low bureaucracy (M = 4.50) is 
found to be perceived significantly more than by subjects in high 
bureaucratic organization (M = 3.58). Thus, in low bureaucratic 
organization condition subjects consistently perceived more satisfa- 
ction than subjects of high bureaucratic organization condition, x'lo 
main effects related to authoritarianism and interaction effect 
reached a significance level for this dependent meosuro, 

ICstoom-Heod ? 

Table— 9 presents the summary of AITOVA of perceived fulf lI— 
raent of esteem need scores of each individual item as well as of the 
total sooroe based on the sura of scores of three items. Results 
show that in the total of the sum of scores of the three items, the 
mam effects of both factors i.e., authoritarianism and bureaucracy 
are slgnifioani. High auihon barran subjoets (M = 12.69) peroeived 
significantly more esteem need satisfaction than low authoritarian 
subjects (M = 10.94). The main effect of bureaucracy was found 
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fjigmficanb wa l,h more p,.rcei-ved satisXaction by sub,iccts of low 
bureaucratic orgauization (M = H.75) than sub 3 ects of hxgh bureau 
crab 1 C organizational condition (M = 8.88). 

For iton 3 the osteom-need fulfilment is 

porcoivxjd more by high authoritarian subjects (M = 4.13) than 
by low authoritarian subject.^ (]V1=3.44) and in item 2 the difference 
DU Ihore in ostoera nood fulfilment between high (M = 4.0T) and low 
au bhori barian subjects (M = 5.8) but it did not roach significance 
level. 

Tho off job of bureaucracy is highly significant across all 
the itoms. In bho analysis of total of sum of tho three items 
scores, significantly high osteem-need satisfaction was perceived 
by the subjeebs in low bureaucratic organization (M = 14.75) than 
by subjGcbs of high bureaucratic organization (M = 8.89). 
atom 1 sabaseaction of esteem-need was perceived significantly more 
by subjects in low buroauoratic organization (M = 4.00) than by 
subjects of hrgh bureaucratic organization (M = 3.75). I'or iten 2 
subjocta in low baroaucrabic organizabion (M = 4.44) porccivod 
stgnif Lonntly more esbcoia-noed fulfilment than subjects of high 
bureaucratic organ: zntion (M = 3.44). In case of ntem 3 subjects 
in low bureaucrabLC organization (M := 3.9l) perceived esteem-ncod 
fulfilment sigaif jcanbly more than subjects in high bureaucratic 
orgamzation (M = 3.60). Thus, consistently in low bureaucratic 
organization ostcem-nood fulfilment is found to be more than the 
high bureaucratic organization. Interaction effect did not reach 

significanco lovel. 
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Autonomy He od - 

Table-'IO presents bhe summary of analysis of variance of 
perceived autonomy need Culfilment. Besults show that the main 
effect of bureaucracy is found to be significant for three indivi 
dual items as well as for total scores based on sum of the three 
items. The analysis of total scores of the sum of scores of the 
three items suggest that subjects of low bureaucratic organizatcon 
(M = 15 . 94 ) perceived significantly more satisfaction of autonomy 
need in comparison to subjects of high bureaucratic organization 
(M = G.81). For item 1 autonomy need fulfilment is perceived 
significantly more by subjects in low bureaucratic organization 
(M = -1.59) than by subjects in high bureaucratic organization (M = 
2 , 90 ). Por item 2 autonomy need fulfilment is perceived signifi- 
cantly more by subjects of low bureaucratic organization (M = 4.56) 
than by subjects of high bureaucratic organization (M =2.94). In 
case of item 3, the same trend was found. Subjects of low bureau - 
cratic organization (M = 4.69) perceived significantly more satis- 
faction of autonomy need than subjects of high bureaucratic 
organization (M =• 3.60). 

Por item 3 the interaction effect of these two factors 
reached significance level (Pigure~4). The maximum cell mean is 
observed {Pi'pire-4) m the group of low authoritarian and low 
bureaucratic organization condition (M =6.00) and minimum cell 
mean is found in the group of low authoritarian and high bureau- 
cratic organization (M = 2.13). No main effect related to authors- 
Larianism was found to be significant , 



MEAN AU 



BUREAUCRACY 


Fig. 4 Autonomy need fulfilment as a function of 
authoritarianism and bureaucracy . 
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Solf-ActualiP'.at io n No od ; 

Table- 11 presents the summary of analysis of variance of 
selC-actualizabion need. The effect of bureaucracy is found signi- 
ficant for each individual item as well as for the total scores. 

The results of total scores reveal that self -actualization need was 
perceived significantly more fulfilled by subjects of low bureaucr- 
atic organizatjon (M = 15.13) than subjects of high bureaucratic 
organization (M 6.56). The effect of bureaucracy is found to be 
significant for item 1, In low bureaucratic organization (M = 4.53) 
self-actualization need is perceived to be significantly more fulfi- 
lled by subjects (M = 4.53) as against subjects in high bureaucratic 
organization (M = 2.54). I'or item 2, it was found that significantly 
more satisfaction existed in subjects of low bureaucratic organiza- 
tion (M = 4.10) than subjects of high bureaucratic organization (M 
2.97). For item 5 also, it was found that subjects of low bureau- 
cratic organization (M = 4 .38) perceived significantly more self 
actualization need satisfaction than subjects of high bureaucrctic 

organization (M = 2.69). 

The joint effect of bureaucracy and authoritarianism is 
also found to be significant for item 2 (I’igure-5). fhe maximum 
cell moan {Piguro-5) is noticed in low authoritarian subjects under 
less bureaucratic organization (M = 5.00) and the minimum self 
actualization need fulfilment is found to be in low authoritarian 
subjects under high bureaucratic organization (M = 1.88). No main 
effect regarding authoritarianism was found to be significant. 
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Fig. 5 Self-actualization need fulfilment as a 

function of authoritarianism and bureaucracy . 
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Quality o r \.\jrk ; 

Table- 12 presents the summary of analysis of variance 
of quality oC work. Results reveal that main effect of bureau- 
cracy IS found significant. In low bureaucratic organization 
(M = 4.81 ) the qaalaty of work was perceived significantly 
higher than the high bureaucratic organization (M = 3.94). 

The two-way interaction effect (3?igure-6) of authoritarianism 
and bureaucracy was also found to be significant. The high 
quality of work was perceived by the low authoritarian subjects 
under less bureaucratic organization (M = 4.88) and the low 
quality of vrork was perceived by the low authoritarian subjects 
in high bureaucratic organization condition (M = 3.25). 

Productivity ; 

Table-12 presents summary of the analysis of variance 
of productivity. Neither the raaan effects of bureaucracy and 
authoritarianism nor their interaction were found to be signi- 
ficant , 

Job- Satisfaction ; 

Table- 12 presents the summary of analysis of perceived 
job-satisfactn 00. The main effect of bureaucracy is found to be 
significant. Subjects perceived significantly more job-satisfactio^ 


t 
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PERCEIVED aUAUTY OF WORK 
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in low bureaucrat 0 orf:anizations (M = 5.19) than subjects of high 
bureaucratic orgamzations (M = 2,31). Other main effect related 
to authoritarranism was not found significant, 

Alienabion ; 

Tabic “12 presents the summary of analysis of variance of 
alienation. It shows that the main effects of both authoritarianism 
and bureaucracy ore significant. low authoritarian subjects (M = 

4.25) perceived signif icantly more alienation than high authorita- 
rian subjects (M = 3 . 31 ). In high bureaucratic organization (M = 
4 . 75 ) tho alienabion is perceived significantly more by subjects 
than subjects of low bureaucratic organization (M = 2.81). The 
two-way interaction did not reach significance level. 
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DISCUSSION 


Ihe predominant finding of the present study suggests that 
high bureaucratic structure of an organization is not conducive 
for satisfaction of such needs as security, social, self-esteem, 
autonomy and self-actualizat ion .With single exception of the 
results related to item 3 and total score of security need, subo~ 
ects of low -bureaucratic organizational condition perceived signi- 
ficantly more satisfact:on of needs mentioned above than the 
subjects of high bureaucratic organizational condition. In case of 
item 3 of security need subjects perceived more satisfaction in 
high bureaucratic organization than the low bureaucratic organi- 
zation. This reverse finding of item 3 balanced the effect of item 
1 , 2 on total score of security need. 

The job-satisfaction, perceived quality of work and alien- 
ation is also determined by organizational bureaucracy with perce- 
ived high quality of work, more job-satisfaotion and low alienation 
nn low bureaucratic organization than in high bureaucratic organ- 
ization. 

The effect of subjects' authoritarian disposition on 
dependent measures aro not found to be as strong as of bureaucracy. 
However, some of tho significant findings implicate for the role of 
authoritarianism in perceived need -satisfaction. In case of 
security need low authoritarian subjects indicate more perceived 
satisfaction than high authoritarian subjeots. But the satisfac- 
tion of self-esteem need was perceived more by high authoritarians 
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than by low au fchori barians . The factor of authoritarianism did not 
affect the oatisfacb^on of other needs. It seems that high authori- 
tarians due to thoir ansecure disposition perceived the security 
need satisfaction lesser than bhe low authoritarians. At the same 
time, they (high authoritarians) do not like to perceive themselves 
less prestigious which is reflected by their perceived satisfaction 
of self-esteem need. In addition, low authoritarians in comparison 
to high authoritarians were higher in perceived alienation. 

The results also provide examples of significant inter- 
action hotv/oen authoritarianism and bureaucracy. Perceived satisfa- 
ction of autonomy noed item is jointly determined by bureaucratic 
structure and subjects' authoritarianism (Figure 4-). The finding 
suggests that low authoritarians in comparison to high authoritarian 
perceive more autonomy noed satisfaction in low bureaucratic organ- 
ization. On tho contrary, high authoritarians in comparison to lov/ 
authoritarians seem to perceive more satisfaction in high bureau- 
cratic organization. Results clearly imply that high bureaucratic 
structure sooma to bo conducive for need satisfaction of high 
authoritarian porsons. A similar trend of interaction is found in 

case of self-ac bualization need item 2 also. 

Moreover, high and low authoritarians considered high-low 
bureaucracy differently for the quality of work. Results indicate 
that high bureaucracy is seen favourable for high quality of work 
by high authoritarians but nob by the low authoritarians (Figure 6), 

The results of this experiment once again support the 

hinders satisfaction of needs. High 


hypothesis that bureaucracy 


8 ^ 


bureaucratic organization is perceived negatively in terms of its 
role in need saLisfaction. In addition, the significant inter- 
actions of the two factors bureaucracy and au bhoritarianism further 
suggest lhab tho degree and nature of dysfunctional aspect of 
bureaucracy in not universal , Individual's personality character- 
istics also detormine the perception of bureaucracy to some extent. 
Por example, as discussed above high and low authoritarians differed 
in Lheir perception of bureaucracy for need satisfaction. This 
suggests that dysfunctional character of bureaucracy is more 
eff ec live on porcoption of low authoritarians than on high 
authoritarians . 
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Gonei’al Discussion 

The main goal of the present experiments is to show the 
effects of organizational bureaucracy, size, management level and 
authoritarianism on perceived need satisfaction. As hypothesized 
earlier, the findings of the present experiment clearly demonstrate 
that bureaucratic organizational structure and lower position in 
organizational hierarchy function negatively in need -satisfaction. 
8mall size organizatjon is perceived to be more conducive for need 
satisfaction than largo size organization. I'Teed satisfaction is 
partly a function of the individual's authoritarianism. Signifi- 
cant interaction effects further demonstrate that need satisfaction 
can be appropriately understood when the combined effects of 
different factors arc considered. In both experiments, the 
findings related bo security need are ambiguous. It has been 
argued that high bureaucracy provides security provided one is 
ready to follow rules and the set code of conduct. In case one is 
not sure about his adhuronce to rules, he may find himself in an 
Lnseoui'*G situation. Such a situation v\^ill cause a feeling of 
insecurity in high bureaucratic organisations. On the other hand, 
low bureaucracy may become a source of insecurity due to flexibi- 
lity in overall functioning of the organization. This contention 

IS further supported by Grozier (1964) 

Organizational offectiveness ultimately rests on the 
question of how successful an organization has been in attaining 
its stated objectives. Success of an organization partly depends 
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upon, raotivc^ and ^'^oals satisfaction of individual members of 
organizations. Most omployoes have fairly specific notions about 
what they want Irom thoir jobs. Such notions may include receiving 
a certain salary iiici'oaso or promotion, having a challenging job, 
making new friwndo, and so forth. In fact, the very act of going 
to work has ot bon been conceptualized in terms of an exchange 
lolationship m which individuals contribute their energies towards 
organiza bn onal ,",ual attaniment in exchange for the receipt of 
certaan outcomes from the organization that facilitate goal 
attainment. In other words, individuals will be inclined to parti- 
cipate in organizational activities only to the extent that they 
see thea r rewards (inducoraont to work) as being commensurate with 
thoir efforts (contributions). Thus, personal motives and goals at 
work become important variables in understanding human behaviour 
and organizational porfonnance. This theoretical approach has boon 
well described by Steers (1977). From this theoretical perspective 
the findings of the present study seem to bo very significant. 

This shows doop implications of dysfunctions which are produced by 
organizational bureaucratic structure. Actually, bureaucracy, in 
a way, does nob only hinder satisfaction of needs, but it's 
dysfunctional conooquonces are bound bo show their effects on 
organizational performance. Thus, for both organizational effect- 
iveness and individual's satisfaction, it is important bo minimize 
dysfunctional effects of bureaucracy. The findings support the 
contention of earlier investigators conducted in real setting 
(Argyris, 1957? Grozier, 1964| Gouldner, 1954, 1955| Ivancevich, 
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Szilagyi, Ji’. , and Wallace, Jr., 1977a, 1977b| Schoin and G-reiner, 
1977) that rigid bureaucratic set-ups should be hunonized to 
provide more sabisfaction, autonomy and self -actualization of 
individuals . 

As discussed earlier, the findings implicate the role of 
management lovol, organizational size and authoritarianism in need 
satisfaction of individuals. This clearly indicates that individual 
nood satisfaction is nob simplistic and dependent on a particular 
charac terns t Lc of organizational structure. Need satisfaction, 
therefore, should bo understood as a complex phenomena in organi- 
zational setting involving structural as well as individual 
variables . 

Jt ID quite likely that some criticisms will be put 
forward regarding present experiments, first, one can easily doubt 
oxtornal vain di by of bho findings based on laboratory research. 
Vroom (1968) has rightly argued for the unique advantages of 
GxporimenLal nu'bhods in the development of scientifnc knowledge. 

The long tradit i on of laboratory experiments in social psychology 
malco it understandable that social psychologists should seek to 
understand the behaviour of complex systems of bringing thorn into 
tho laboratory for examination under controlled conditions. It is 
possible to croato in the laboratory, at least, in their simplest 
and most oloraonbry forms, the basic properties of organization. 

It can be arguod emphatically bhat organization and personality 
variables can bo manipulated and varied systematically m 
experimental studios. 
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ouGoiidly j one may question the purpose of having two 
separate oxporiiiiciits nnstead of one having a design of 2 x ^ x 2 x 2, 
In scientific onquiiy one research leads to another. In the first 
experiment, we examined effects of structural variables on need 
satisfaction, It is realized that the effect of personality 
variable such as authoritarianism and its interaction with bureau- 
cracy will bo highly relevant for our understanding of need satis- 
faction in organizational setting. Therefore, two separate experi- 
ments aru reported and linkages in findings are shown. 

'PhLrdly, one can question variation in response measures 
across two studios. In a way, this has become the strength of this 
report. Although need fulfilment obviously could be measured in a 
number of different ways, two dependent measures questionnaires 
used in the two experiments provide some degree of generality to 
the findings across two response measures. 
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Appondxx - A 
0-onG ral Ins bruc t ions 


By aLl accountc, much of Lhe life of modern man has 
me re using ly coukd under the domination of large or small organiza- 
tions. Oi'gan 1 nations of all sorts — business, governmental, 
educafcjonal nnd social have proliferated in our modern era to the 
poant whoru iiiuoh of oui' daily life, one way or another, is spent 
in org.anu'/.ut I ouul activity. 

As .you apiu'oach thu completion of your formal academic 
training, Ih’uquontly you start thinking about such organizations 
even If you havo nob loxnially joined. Environment, structure, 
administrative oot-uji and facilities in different organizations 
vary. 

IlfU'o IS a description of different organizations which 
will give you the idea ol its structure, size and your possible 
position in Lilt' organizational hierarchy. Please assume that you 
are tho omphiyou of Lliooo organizations. Organization has a 
numboj' of cUaruotcriutics . At px*osont we arc interested mainly in 
two charao toi'j sties ot tho organization i.e., its structure and 
size. Our ob joe live ir. to know your reactions to these character- 
istics. You will bo asked to complete a questionnaire supposing 
what will bo your rcaotion to thorn when you are in a particular 
position in tho hierarchy of organization. We urge you to 
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road the dofjCD’T pL ion very carcXully and please g±ve your responses 
kooptnf? all Lhrou things, strueburo, size and your (supposed) 
posit Lon lu orgaiij national hierarchy in mind, le will present to 
you several such oa'ganizabional desci'iptions and you will be 
required bo rospoud for each one, 

ll^^goe Ceol Tree to ask any question for a clear under- 
s t a nding ol tho instructions , 
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Appcvidix - 

Muna,'’:om o iiL Tiovol Be sc ription-I 

AliuouL ovt'ry or^^ann zation needs managers and administrators 
Lo mainlaivi .itneir, Tins management is needed at the different 
loveis of organ Lv ,{il i ons and it forms 2 hierarchy of authority. The 
power, pj'ootjgo, staturj, opi)orlunitiGS and amenities vary according 
Lo Lhu j)()tijli()n 111 Lhu oj’gaiiu^.ationaL hierarchy. Generally power, 
prcelig.u, eliiluM, pi o'v Lieg.os , opportunitios and amenities go on 
duoj’oaiun,'' rj’om hLi",hor mnnagoment level of organizational hierarchy 
Lo Lower level. Thus, managers at tho top of the hierarchy are the 
moil I privelegod people, noxb, the managers at the middle level and 
iasLly, Lhe mouagero aL Lho lower iovol. In this experiment, you 
will be placed in a pai'licuiar position on this hierarchy. 

Mow I w ould lake you bo believe that y ou belong to the 
top level of irif inggomonl of tho orga nizations to ho deserg^bed . 

Pluaoo be very particular about your position when you 
ace comliny; tho doocription of tho organization and when you are 
comp Lo ting tho quoatloimalro. 
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Appendix ~ 

M gnaftumoiib Bovo l PoocriptiQn-2 

ALmor, L every oraanization needs managers and administrators 

to maintain iLnelL*. 'I'hio management is needed at the different 

a 

levulo of uiYViuJzatJ ons and it forms^hierarchy o± authority. The 
powor, pTonl. iilatuSy opportunities and amonitios vary according 
bo blio |)oi')ibion 111 bho oT‘gQ.niaational hierarchy. Generally, power, 
prostj/'o, nb.MbiU), provLiogoo, opportunities and amenibies go on 
deoruauing ri-om higher manugomonb level of organizational hierarchy 
bo lower level. Thuu, inanagors at bhc top of the hierarchy are the 
most iJt'jvuJugud }>ooplo, next, Lho managers at the middle level and 
laubiy, the manage vo ab the lower iovol. tn this experiment, you 
will ho placed in a })arb Loular position on this hierarchy. 

Now X wouJcl like vou bo boljove that you bel ong to the 
middle level of mnnagemunb of the organizat io ns to be descr g j jed . 

P Lease be very particular about your position when you 
aro reading the duacription of the organization and when you are 
oomploting bho quootionnairo. 
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Appendix - 

M atpu^cnnorifa fiovol I)o sc npt 3 on -3 

ALiiioaL uvory or."ani/.ation n«Gds managers and administrators 

to rnajntain jIuoU'. This managemunt is needed at the different 

a 

levuls oJ' 0JV',!iur'.ab 1 ono and it forms^hierarchy of authority. The 
power, i»i'Oi5tj,",e, stabua, opportunities and amenities vary according 
to liho ]K)M t. ion in the ovgaiiiaatjonal hierarchy. Generally, power, 
pruutjgu, nUaUuj, {)jvvilugoa, opportunities and amenities go on 
docroaninp, from Inghor management lovol of organizational hierarchy 
to lower level* Thus, managers at the top of the hierarchy are the 
moot jura vel eged jieojile, next, the managers at the middle level and 
lastly, the manage i-o at the lower lovol. In this experiment, you 
will he pLaoucl in tx particular po.sition on this hierarchy. 

N pw I w Quid like you to boliove that you b olong . to the 

lowor level of iiianngoinont ♦ 

Piv'aue be very particular about your posntion when you 
avd i'oadUi/’; the dencj'ipbion oC the organization and when you are 
completing any quontlonnairo. 
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A|)i)0)idix ~ C j 

OiV'.ni il j on PuR oription~1 

'I’luii (av'aiiif'.afcj on linfa a rigid sob of rules and norms which 
2 B .laid down and yon are expoctod to conform to iL and to act within 
the limiba of Llio iiupoaud framcv/ori< . 

The maiiagUid. di roc lor ov moiabors of the board or job 
oxooutivoM I ila'Jy bo eommumcalo wath employees only through 

ostabl ialied eliaimeln. Ovojan cUmnlo will bo of formal type. The 
orgcuiJ'/.atJon d 1 tioouivigos poroonal relations and informal relation- 
ship aii^l lb I'oilowM sob and rigid procedures for hiring (selecting) 

and finny, (dj {inn so mg) omployoos. 

The oi'gmUBabion docs not consider oven exceptional cases 
01- uirtivitiiua Iftirjt. Tlio jobs oC administrator and teohnioal staff 
ni'u oucuru lUiioMH ttiuy violate opocific regulations regarding thoir 
job iiorfoniiduou. Tho mnintonanoo of an orgonizRtional norms and 
TOlua boooiuto tUu imln orllorlon of auooass. Employees are not 
auppoaod to dovlolo from oetnblJshod norms, rules and policies. 

A I'dxod SQlaiy scale is followed by the organization and 
no oonsldcratJon is nindo while deciding where on this scale, the 
now hand io to bo placed . 

Bnoh omi.loyuo of bho organi 2 iation (except the top most 
aubliorifcy) Ls directly roaponsibio to someone higher in author! y 
There is coiupiobo hiorarohy of authority in the organization. 
Organization depends much more on the "lines of command 
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I uU' I .”0 1 . 1 on uolvvork oc an urbanization is always patterned 
to uoniu oJ<U'iit hy Lhu luzo of bho group, By using the criterion ot 
iuturacLiou pouulijilil luo, one can distinguish organizations as 
small mil lar^u'. i'lach has disbiucbivo characteristics. 

La rgo Hizu . This organization has around 4000 bo 5000 people. 

Tho organlzat Jon js too largo bo permit the deTelopment of all 
possihlu p/ur a'u Labionships among members. The managers and 
adminiMtraboc v^iLI have a largo number of people to control and 
mauar,o hub bhey will nob have direct control over all of them. 
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Appendix - 

C 

PJ'HA ' Ui'.'.aCTo u Do ncriptiQn-2 

fu I'll If’, o IV -:ani ’nation pncbicular noi-'ms and rules are 
recomuiondocl, bul. fU’o Croc to depart Trom it, or modify it 
accordnv^ bu need, 'llioj'o io a possibility of constant iinproveraent 
and chfLii.'pj to moot Iho now dojuindo . 

'I'ho iiinu, irJu,'', dii'octur or moiiiburf^ of tho board or executives 
coiiuiiun ic/iU) |)^ r, ‘tonally with oinjdoyoes .about orficml matters. Over- 
all cUmato wi.uld bo of lui'oniial ty])e. The organization does 
enoouvrigo pei'ticnial rol/i t Lomt find informal relationship, 

‘I'lu! pro( 5 odur«. I’oi* luring (selecting) and firing (dismissing) 
offiiiloyoon oi’o I'Kjxiblu. 'I'he ox'gnni zation always considers the 
andivldUfiJ ' 11 iiiorit, AdiiiiniijtrfiLora and technical staff may be fired 
for j’easorii) olluj’ tliaii job incompe bonce, 

Nu tintaliLjnliod juilaolofi arc followed and it is the need of 
the hour or Ida* Jtuiuo in hand which mfluoncos the decisions made 
by the fidrnlninl.i'fitorM. They hfive froodom to adopt innovative 
mothodn to iiolve tho jivolfleiii. 

l!bnrtin{^, na lor loo .and oouditaons of employment are not 
fJixod but are open to mudxfioation depending on the qualifications 
and cxporloneot! etc. o(‘ the now hand, bines of authority and 
h^cu'aroliy are not rig, idly laid out in this organisation. Members 
oj' the orgfinisfition dCf onjoy flexibility. 
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Bi^;0 1 11 (,o I vio I ion uoliWork oC an organization is always patterned 

to {.ioiiio ox lent by tlic u lzu of’ the group, By using the criterion of 
intoractioii poor, i b i L i 1 1 on, one can distinguish organizations as 
small and largo, lOaoh haa distinctive charao tens tics, 

Iiarao Bt/o 'I'hia organization has around 4000 to 5000 people. 

The orgaiii'/iatJOii i.s too large to permit the development of all 
possible pair rehit lonriliips among members. The managers and adinin- 
jstj'atojr. will have a largo nuinbor of people bo control and manage 
but they will not have dirocl oonti’ol over all of them. 
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Appendix - 


y 5 v\an->.‘/<ation I)oscr3ption--3 


(lu 


I'hiij oiv^fiinaal I on hao a rigid set ol rules and norms which 
js Laud down nnd you ni’o oxpectod to conform to it and to act with- 
in the limit!; or Uiu Imposed Crnmcvvork. 

'I'ho inanug.ing dii'ucbor or mombers of the board or oob 
oxocuttvoi) firo liK''l.y to comiuumcabo with employees only through 
ontnbl lidiod cluiimolii. Ovoml i cLimato will be of formal type. Thu 
org.unr/.fitlou d uicovu’ivguu pui'sonal relations and informal relation- 
nh1i) find It u) 1 1 own fiot find nr, id procedures for hiring (selecting) 

and Ihririg (d inmunt ing) ompLoyv)oi.. 

TU<' oi'.'vuil'-'.aliou doou not consider oven exceptional oases 
of indlvidiuU merit, 'f’ho jobs of administrator and technical staff 
arc nocju I'o niilcn!; tiny violuLo opecifio regulations regarding their 
job porrormauo''. 'Cho maanlcnanco of an organizational norais and 
ruUnj bocomon the .ruiln oi'i torion oC ouccess. Employees are not 
nuppouud to duvlute L'rom ontabliohod noi'ino, rules and policies. 

A J'lxod uaJary nuoJu in followed by the organization and 
no oonnLdoiiition in made while deciding where on this scale, the 
new hand in to bu placed* 

iiaoli Oiiirloyuc of Wio orBrniization (except the top most 
authority) lo rtlrcctly raoponojUe to someone higher rn authority. 
Thoru Is oonipiolo tuorarohy ol authority m the organixatiou. 
Orgauiaati on duponds much more on the 'lines of comma 


( 
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*/>o " rul.o I’uo l> I on iit'UvoL’lv oJ' an orgamacd group is always 
palU'i’Uod U> iioiiio by tho slhc oI the group. By using the 

crilot'ion ol «ul.o I’ac L lou ]>oss i b lLj Lies , one can distinguish organ- 
I'/.jitioi'U! tin oinall and largo, i inch has distinctive characteristics. 

[Unali i iiwu . Till a organ j ’/ at Lon has around 500 people. In this 
ot'fhunaat i on momboL’a got opportunity to interact in pair relation- 
slup and Knew/ eacli-oLliur mdivulualiy. The managers or adminis- 
trutorn wj 1 I luivo vory low ‘poopio to o inbiui and influence but 
they will h/ivr dirool. otMitj’cil on thoiiu 
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Ai)])on(iix - 


(hvaii ! w;il loulbsc ripbiovi~4- 


III bill.! lav^aui'/.aHoii pax’bicuLar novi'io and rules are 
roc online udoi I , bub .you at’O Tvou bo dopurt from it, or modify it 
accord in*'; bo ni'oil. Thorn' as a possLbilxby of oousbant improvoment 

and oluiu,-U' I-" ^ domaudo.. 

'I’ho laniiar.in/', iltrooboi oj' iiiomborc oC the boai'd or 
oxuoubivviu ('imrmmiioabo po rooiiu) ly w i bli omploycua about official 
inabburii. Oviuvill eUmabo would bo ot' informal type. The organi- 
fiabJou duos oaeouj'a./-;e poroouai rulabaona and informal relationship. 

Tho jn-fKiuduru Cof hij-inf!; (selecting) and firing (dismis- 
aUV>) employouu aru I'loxibLo. The organisation always considers 
the individual 'a im.rib. Adininiabrabors and technical staff may be 
firod for luauouo ublu-c bluin .lob me ompe bonce. Wo esboblished 
policioa are i'ol lowed uud ib j.o the need oC tho hour or the issue 
in hand whirl, .uriiumoea the decmiona made by tho adminisbrators. 
II, w l„w., lu U,l<>pl Jn„ovnllT., ...cU.oao to oolvo tho proble,», 

a„a oo.,.l,Hono of omploymont aro net 

fixed hut nrr ..puu t» r.ciL.on .lopondlns on t»e gualifioaUone 
ana nx,,oviuuoo olo. ni' tho now Unnd. hinoo of authority and 
hlorarohy ,„.o not rl,„aly Inld out m this organisation. Mombero 

of bho or/!;aQi sab I on do enjoy l ]oxLl)il:i by. 
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Sj/.u: I til. I mo I. uni iirUvorK oL’ au or^miiaod group is always 

ptvUofiu’il t.(' Mtnni' ckIouIi by (.ho sn/.o ol’ dliu gr’oup. J3y using the 
oi'i Ia)o iciu ul* mU-’tMcl. ion posnjha Ln 1, los, one can distinguish organ- 
1>uition!i fui MiiifiU .Mild lai^li*. Each bus dlslLiiotivc characteristics. 

GiiuU i iho. tn^dui i Hut i on bus around 'pOO people. In this 

orguui'/.atiou nu'inlu’i't. g,ot opportunity to interact in pair relation- 
ijhip and Uiiow .Molo-othv'r iiuUv IduaJly . The managers or adminis- 
trai.or will I'.avi v«'0,v I'ow poopio 1.0 oonbrol and inriuenco but they 
will iiavo d i ot o I. ooutrol cm Uu’in, 
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Appendox - D 
R esponse-Quest; j-onnaire 

Serial No, 

Expt. Group 

Vollowing will le listed several characteristics or 
qualities connected with your management position and organization. 


Ij'or each such character] stic , you will be asked to give three 
ratings i 

(l) The reeling of security in this organization. 



(a) 

How much is there now? 

(minimum) 1234 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 


(b) 

How much should there be*^ 
(minimum) 12 3^ 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 


(c) 

How important is this to 
(minimum) 12 3 4 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 

(2) 

The 

opportunity to develop close friendships. 




(a) 

How much is there now*^ 

(minimum) 12 3 4 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 


(b) 

How much should there be*’ 
(minimum) 1234 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 


(c) 

How important is this to me? 
(minimum) 1234 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 

(3) 

The 

feeling of self-esteem a person 

gets from 

being 

in this 


organization. 






(a) 

How mch IS there now*? 

(minimum) 1234 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 


(b) 

How much should there be? 
(rannimum) 12 3 4 

5 

6 

7 

( maximum ) 


(c) 

How important is this to me? 
(miniimyji) 12 3 4 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 
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(/} ) The prestige of iny managernf at posit 3 on outside tho organization 
(that iSj the j’egard I'ecoivod from others not in the organiz- 
ation). 

(a) How much is there now*^ 

(minimum) I 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(b) IIov/ much should there be*^ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(c ) How important is this to 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(5) The opportunity to give help to other people. 

(a) How much js there now? 

(uiinimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(b) How much should there be*? 

(minimum) I 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(c ) IIov/ important is this to me’ 

(minimum) 12 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(6) The prestige of my management position inside the organization 
(that IS, the regard received from others in the organization), 

(a) How much is there now’ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(h) How much should there be? 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(c ) How important is this to mo’ 

(miniinum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(7) The authority connected with my management position. 

(a) How much is there now’ 

(minimum) 1234567 (maximum) 

(b) How much should there be’ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(c) How important is this to mo’ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 
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(8) 'i'hcj opporbunity for personal growth and development. 

(a ) How much is thero now*? 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(b) How much should there be"? 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(c) How important as this to me? 

(mixTiimum) 1 2 5 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(9) The fooling of worthwhile accomplishment in my management 
position, 

(a) How much is there now*^ 

(mimmura) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(b) TIo\/ much should there be*^ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(c ) How important is this to me*^ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(10) The opportunity for participation in the setting of goals, 

(a) How much is there now*^ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(b) How much should there be*^ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(c ) How important is this to me*^ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maxiraum) 

(11) The fooling of self-fulfilment a person gets from being in my 
management position (that is, the feeling of being able to use 
one's own unique capabilities, realizing one's potentialities). 

(a) How much is there now'^ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 

(b) How much should there be*? 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maxiraum) 

(c ) How important is this to me*^ 

(minimum) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (maximum) 
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(12) Tho oppoj’tmiity t*or par Licxpation in bhc determination of 
mol hod 0 find pioceduros. 


(a) 

How much IS thero now'^ 
(iiiiniirium) 12 3 4 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 

(b) 

How much should thero be*^ 
(mnnimum) 1234 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 

(c ) 

How important is this tu ine'^ 
(minimum) 1234 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 

The 

opportunity for indepondcnt thought 

and 

action 

in this 

organn zalion. 

(a) How much is there now'^ 

(minimum) 12 3 4 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 

(b) 

IIow much should there be*^ 
(nonimum) 12 3 4 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 

(c) 

IIow important is this to me*^ 
(miniiinum) 12 3 4 

5 

6 

7 

(maximum) 


( 14 ) ’Cn such organization I will feel alienated. 



( 15 ) I will have the sense of power in this organization. 
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Appendix •• E 

Post-Experimental Questionnaire 


1, What IS your perception of the organizational structure’ 
Highly Bureaucratic Neutral 


Non- 

Bureaucrat 1C 


8 


1 


2* What IS your perception of the size of this organization? 
-1 Barge 
-2 Small 


3. Did you follow the instructions’ 

Completely Neutral Not at all 

_X 6 5 4 3 2 1_ 

4. What was your position in the hierarchy of management’ 

(a) Top management position. 

(b) Middle management position. 

(c) Lower management position. 
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Appendix ~ 3? 
■P -Sc ale 
Direction 


The purpose oD this survey/test is to study attitudes and 
opinion of people towards many problems such as social, religious, 
educational and war. Listed bolow are a number of statements 
conoorning those problems. One can agree or disagree with the 
sbatoments. You read each statement carefully and decide your 
position on the scale given below. You should write the scale 
score on the loft side of the statement in the margin. 


Slightly agree 

.... +1 

Slightly disagree .... 

-1 

Agree 

.... +2 

Disagree .... 

-2 

Strongly agree 

+3 

Strongly disagree .... 

-3 


Por example, if you arc in strong agreement with a statement then 
please write +3 on the loft side (place given) of that statement. 

If you are in strong disagreement with the statement then write 
-3 on the left side (place given) of the statement. 

Please be sure that you have understood our instructions. 
There is nothing right or wrong when you are responding on 

these items. 

1. Obedience and respect for authority are the most important 
virtues children should learn. 

2. No weakness or difficulty can hold you back if you are 

honost and sincere. 
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3* Pooplu should c^i-yo duo considoration to new ideas even if 

thoyc jdOQS conflict with the Indian way of life. 

. Scieiico has its place, but there are many important things 
that can never possibly be understood by the human mind. 

_5. Human nature being what it is, there will always be war 
and conflict. 

_6. Evory person should have complete faith in some supernatu- 
ral power whose decisions he obeys without question. 

. When a person has a problem or worry, it is best for him 
not to thinlc about it, but to keep busy v/ith more cheerful 
things , 

__8. Tho findings of scienco may some day shov/ that many of our 
most cherished beliefs are wrong. 

_9. A person who has bad manner, habits, and breeding can 

hardly expect to be liked and accepted by decent people. 

10. Sex crime, such as rape and attacks on children, are signs 
of mental illness; such people belong in hospitals rather 
than in prison. 

11. Some people are bom with an urge to ^ump from high places. 

12. Nowadays when so many different kands of people move around 
and mix together so much, a person has to protect himself 
especially carefully against catching an infection or 
disease from them, 

,13. An insult to honour should always be punished. 

1^. You may dislike a person very much, but the chances are 
that If you get to know hin well you will havo more 
respect for him. 

15. Young people sometimes get rebellious ideas, but as they 
grow up they ought to get over them and settle dewn. 

16. To overcome lawlessness and to maintain law and discipline 
in the country, it is essential for the government to take 
severe action against rebellious elements. 

17. What this country needs most, more than laws and political 
programs, is a few courageous, tireless, devoted leaders 
in whom the people can put their faith. 
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_113. G n ifiixicils atich as those who rape and attack children, 

deserve more than mere imprisonment; such criminals ought 
to ho publicly whipped, oi’ worse, 

_19. Poopio can be divided into two distinct classes, the weali 
mid the strong. 

_20, There is hardly anything lower than a person who does not 
Tool groat love, gratitude, and respect for his parents. 

_21 . Somoday it will probably be shown that a astrology can 
explain a lot of things, 

_22, In tho long run it is better for our country if young 

poopio aro allowed a groat deal of personal freedom and 
aro not strictly disc ipli nod. 

_23. Nowadays more and more poopio are prying into matters that 
should remain personal and private. 

,24. Wars and social trouble may someday bo ended by an earth- 
qualt .0 or flood that well destroy the whole world. 

,25. Most of our social problems would be solved if we could 
somehow get rid of the immoral, crooked and feebleminded 
people, 

,26. The wild sex life of the old time was tame compared to 

some of the goings-on in this country, even in places where 
poopio might least expect it. 

27. If people would not waste time in futile thinking and 
worked more, everybody would be better off. 

28. Most people do not realize how much of our lives are 
controlled by plots hatched in secret places, 

29. Homosexuals are hardly better than criminals and ought to 
be severely punished. 

30. The businessman and the manufacturer are much more impor- 
tant to society than the artist and the professor. 

.31-. If it Wore not for the rebellious ideas of youth there 
would be less progress in the world, 

.32. No sane, normal, decent person could ever think of huarting 
a close friend or relative. 

,33. Familiarity breeds contempt. 

,34. Nobody has ever learnt or achieved anything really impor- 
tant without having encountered any difficulties. 
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Appendix - G 
Cronoral Ins true bions 

Hy ail accounts, lauch of the life of modern nan has 

different 

increasingly come under the domination of ^ organizations. 
Organisations of all sorts — business, governmental, educational, 
social — have proliferated in our modern era to the point where 
much of our daily life, one way or another, 3s spent in organiza- 
tional activity. 

As you approach the completion of your lormal academic 
training, you stort thinking about your future plans. You face the 
problem of selecting an organization for your possible oob. 

Frequently, many of us start thinking about such organi- 
zaitions even if wo have not fonnally joined one. Climate, 
structure, administrative set-up and facilities in different 
organizations vary. The following is a description of a few 
characteristics of an organization. \’le urge you to read this 
description carefully. As a matter of fact, we would like that 
you put yourself mentally in this organization and think how you 
would feel as a member of this organization. After you have read 
this description carefully, you will be asked to complete a brief 
questionnaire regarding your reactions. 
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Appendix - 
OvRam zabion~1 

This oi',<^aiiiKabion. has a ragid set of rules and norms which 
is laid down and you arc expected to conform to it and act within 
tho limits oC the imposed framework. 

Th(‘ managing director or members of the board or 30b 
cxocu hives arc likely to cormnunicatc with you (and other employees) 
only through osbabliohod channels. Overall climate will bo of 
formal typo. This organizatjon lacks informl relationship and 
activities among workers. The organization does discourage personal 
relations. 

Tho company or firm follows set and rigid procedures for 
hiring (selecting) and firing (dismissing) workers and applies them 
without discriminating in all cases. This organization does not 
consider even exceptional cases of individual merit . 

Tho jobs of administrators and technical staff are secure 
unless they violate specific regulations regarding their job- 
performanco. This maintenance of an organizational norms and rules 
becomes the main criterion of success. 

Established norms and policies are followed by administra- 
tors in malcing decisions. Employees are not supposed to deviate 
from established norms, rules and policies. 
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Each oiiiployee oX the organization is directly responsible 
to aornoono higher in authority. There is complete hierarchy of 
authority in the organizata on. 

A fixod salary scale is followed by the organization and 
no consideration is made while deciding whoro on this scale, the 
now hand 3s to bo placed. 
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Appendix - 11 ^ 

Orgatii ia g L 1 on~ 2 

In, thio organisation a particular norm is recommended, but 
you aro Tree to depart X'roin it, or modify it. 

The managing direc tor or members of the board or executive 
are likely to coramunneate personally with you (and other employee) 
about businoGS matters. Overall climate would be of informal type. 
This organ Lsa t Lon has informal relationships and activities among 
workers. 'I'ho organization does not discourage personal relations. 

'I'ho procedure for hirang (selecting) and firing (dismissing) 
workers are flexible. The organization always considers the indivi- 
dual merit. Tho individual human aspect is always considered as 
important. Administrators and technical staff may be fired for 
reasons other than job-incompetence, 

Wo established policies are followed and it is the need of 
the hour, or the issue on hand which influences the decisions made 
by the administrators. They have freedom to adopt innovative 
methods to solve the problem. 

Each employee of the organization is expected to have the 
overall welfare of the system at heart and no clear lines of 
author] ty are laid out . 

Starting salaries and conditions of employment are not 
fixed but aro open to modification depending on the qualifications 
and experience etc, of the new hand. 
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Ap])endix - 1 
1X)pondonb Moaoure Scale 

You havu juob road tho doacription of an organization. 

You arc requested to I'espond on the following items to record your 
reac bionss 

1. I will have a feoling of boing relaxed in this organization. 


Very hi^^h Noutral Very low 



1 ?? 


8 . 

1 J'ool Lli.'it in an ('rgnni zal-ion like 
will bo L‘ooOt",uizod. 

thj 

s my accomplishinunt 


Vory high 

N ou t ral 


Vory low 


7 C) 

5 4 

3'" 

2 1 

9. 

i fool tllJlt 

being in this ovgani-zatj on, 

will gDvo mo prestige. 


Very high 

Noutral 


Very low 


7 T> 

5 4 

' 3 

2 1 

10. 

3n an organization like thaa C wjll havu opportunity for parti- 
cipation in goai-uotting and defining the problem to be worked 
on. 


Vory high 

Noutral 


Very low 


“7 ' 6 

5 4 

3 

2 1 

11. 

I fool that 

in tluo organization, I 

can 

bo independent. 


Very high 

Noutral 


Very low 


7 “T 

5 4 

3 

2 I 


12, This will bo an organization where I will have a lot of oppor- 
tunity for indepondont thought and action. 

V ory hipdi Houtral Very low 

r ^ 5 4 3 2 T 

13, T feel this organization will provide opportunity for personal 
growth and development. 

Vory high Noubral Vory low 

7 6 “ 5 4 ~ 3 2 1 

14, 7 believe I will got a feeling of sel f-Culfilment from being 
in such an organizat jon. 

Very high Neutral Very low 

7 6’ 5 4 3 2 1 

15, This organization will bo a place where I can be creative and 
realize my potential] ties. 

Very high Neutral Very low 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

16, In this organization qualaty of work will be 

Very high Neutra l Very low 

7 6 5 4 ■ 3 2 I 



17. 'I’Ik! otvidUi /lal 1 on pj'Otluc I ivl Ly vvi 13. bu 


18. Job-anLj nl’ac fcd on wxll bo 
Very In ah 


NoiiLva] 

4 


WouLra3. 


19. In such orflanlaafcion r will Tool alionatod 


Yavy low 


Very hiah 
7 " 6 


Moufaral 



Pon (.' m'i-.U omia i n) 


Wo wcniid Tike you bo miowof bho rollowin,‘\ quoofctuiiu 


rolnbod Lo Uk' oxpoxMinonl. 

1. AJ'tor road i.U''; tho doocrjpLjon ol' Iho oiv^atiifiat i on did you put 
yoiu'ooiC montaliy un nucli tui orftanaaat ion and Lhiak how you 
would i'uol an a mamhor oI bhio orp,aui'''.ab i on. 


I'lx Lruitio Ly 
Ari'iJ’iiial I VO 
7 " 6 


Nu'U brill 

„ 




Wx broinoly 
Noi'iia ba yp 

-p 1 


2 . 


Dj d y ou loll ow tho i no bi-uc L lonn o L’ 
Very wo 11 Houbral 

7 Z 5 A 


bho ux ponii uiiboi*. 

Nob ab all 

^ 2 1 


3. I would rabo the organization 


Extremely 
Bureauc ratio 


7 6 


Nuubral 


Exbromoly 
Nnburoauergb i c 
2 1 


5 


3 


July, 1978 


VITA 


Mass Rem HastoRi 
Departmont of Humanities and 
Social Sciences 
Xiidaan Institute of Technology 
Kanpur “2080 16 


Personal Rata 

PATE OP BIRTH June 15, 1953 

PERMAMT APPRESS 12, Bachelors' Plats, University Oampus, 

luclmow University, Lucknov/ 


EPUOATIOWAL QUA L IPJOATIOH 


Examination 
A. High School 
13 . Intermediate of Arts 
C. B. A, (with Psychology) 
P, M.A.(in Psychology) 


Board/ 

University 

U.P, Board 

U,P. Board 

Lucknow Uni. 

Lucknow Uni. 


Division 

I 

I 

II 

I with 2nd 
position 


E, Ph.P. 


I.I.T. Kanpur 


% of 

Year Marks 
1969 67.6 
1971 67.8 
1973 57.0 

1975 64.5 

1978 Suhinitted 


Research Pronecb Oomnleted at Masber's Level 

"A Survey of Opinions and Beliefs of Students about International 
Relations . " 

AQAPEMIC AWARDS AND SCHOLARSHIP 

A, Junior High School Merit Scholarship 

B, High School Mont Scholarship from U.P. Board 

C, Intermediate Merit Scholarship from U.P. Board 

P. Bersary Schola 3 ''ship from Lucknow University at B.A. level 
B. Research Pol^owship, Indian Institute of Technology, Kanpur 



PiihLicgLi oiici 


), 3 nl/oloainco oT Am}>if;uj iy and J?o£;])on&‘G to Attitude Similarity/ 

T)3nfiii7iilni‘i ty (v/ith J . I’audoy) rsyoholofcia v 1978, Ho. 2. 

?. Mao^uavo n JauiMiii/LnaraLiatJ on. Accepted in Journal of Social 
Psycholoi^y , 1979. 

3. Machiavcliianioiii, Compotitive/non-compoti tive Job Interview 
and InftTatiation O'actacs (with J. Pandey), Proceeding of the 
G9th Indj an Gcionoo Congress Agsocigtion , G-u.irat University , 
Ahmed abad , January 3-7, I 978. 

REvSEARCII lHTl!]r<E ST 

lutoroGtod ui t/ho broad area of Organizational hehaviour and 
SucJal Paycholo( 2 y 5 more specifically in the studies of those 
aocial~psycholog3Gal variables leading to organizational 
of foe tivonoss . 

MEM13EPSIIIP 01^ Pil OPESSJ ONAL OROAHIZATIOHS 

A. Member, Indian Psychological Association 

B. Member, Indian Scionco Congress Association 



3 



5836i 


,...^58303 


This book Is to be returned on the 
date last stamped. 



CO 6.72.9 





